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SUMMARY

The Study Deslgn and Its Limitatlons

The Measurement of Respondent Burden ls an experimental 2-phase
study belng conducted for the Department of Housing and Urban Developmant
by the Bureau of Soclal Sclence Research. The study focusses upon per-
celved respondent burden, that Is, upon negative feellings which may be
experlenced by people who participate In household surveys. For Phase |
of the study, whose results are reported here, the effects of two
variables~-Interview length and Interview effort--upon respondent burden
wore assessed, Length was varled by using elther a 25 or 8 75-minute
Interview, The '"effort' variab'e was also separated Into two treatments,
in which some respondents were asked to check thelr records for the
answers to household expendlture items, and others weré asked to provlde
estimates based on memory. The two varlables were crossed to produce
four different '‘treatment' Interviews. Respondent attltudes were assessed
via a self-administered '"reaction form' which was handed to the respor. ient
at the conclusion of the treatment Interview. Negatlive attltudes reported
through this form as weil as item non-response rates during the treatment
interview and interviewer reports of respondent behavior were used as
indlcators of respondent burden.

In Phase I1, the effect of another treatment--repeat administration

of identical irterview instruments of varying length--will be studied.

Pii
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The study findings should bhe Interpraeted with two factors In
mind:

1. The Interviews were conducted In households located In a
predominantly white middie class suburb {of Philadelphla). Therofore,
the study fIndings may not be applicable to other populations, for
example, persons Ilving In rural areas or In Inner clitles, or to other
types of Interview situations., (In Section 111 of the report, "External
Valldity Issues,” we have tried to address this problem, as far as our
data allow, by analyzing the study results for demographic subgroups.)

2, The treatment interv'ews dealt with topics such as housing
and neighborhood conditions, energy costs, and transportation, The
results might have been quite different If more {or less) re.pondent-

pertinent topics had been discussed.

Key Findings

Differonces Between Respondents and Refusers

® To achieve 500 interviews a total of 886 household were contacted; in 184
cases no contact could be established, and in 202 cases, the householder
refused to be interviewed, No attempt was made in this study to convert
initial refusals, but a brief interview was conducted with those refusers
who cooperated (N=107), The 202 persons refusing to be Interviewed consti-
tuted 29 percent of those contacted for the survey, Although respondents
were younger than refusers, no other significant differences were found
in terms of demographic characteristics, or for those variables
which might have affected the interview situation (i,e,, time of day
of the attempted interview, or experience of the Interviawer tnvolved).
However, refusers and respondents differed in their general attitudes
towards the usefulness of surveys, and in thelr past participation
in interview situations, with refusers fess !ikely to rate surveys
as useful, and less likely to have participated in surveys in the
recent past,

While the time required for an interview was frequently the reason
given for the refusal, the actua!l length of time when announced to
the respondent at the door--i.e,, 25 or 75 minutes--did not seem
to contribute in any appreciable way to the tendency to refuse.

The percuitage of refusals occuring after the specific time was
mentioned was virtually identical {about 38%) for both the .long and
short interview groups.

iv

6



® Moreover, the Interviewers' prior knowledge of the length of the
Interview to be attempted was not related to tha overall percentage
of refusals obtalnad, which was 27 percent for the short vs. 30 pere-
cent for the long form,

General Reactions to the Survey

& Among the 500 persons consenting to be Interviewed, reactlons to
the survey ware overwhelmingly positive, Only two of these
respondents broke off the Interview prior to complution, Large
majorities felt that the Interview was at least somewhat Interesting
(87%) end Important (88%), and that thelr time and effort were at
least somewhat woll spent (90%). Elghty percent sald that they
would be willing to be relnterviewed next year,

Relatlonshlip of Re dent Burden
to interview nggja. and Effort
e No relationship war found between Interview length and overall
Item nonresponse, On the average, both the Tong and short

interview groups falled to answer only about three percent of the
questions they were asked.

® However, Interview lenqth was associated with willingness to be
interviewed, with 14 percent more of the people given the short
as opposed to the long Interview stating that they would be willing
to allow the Interviewer to return next year. (The actual figures
were 87 percent and 73 percent for the two respec ive groups.)

e Interview length also affected attltudes towards the interview,
but only to the point of eliclting more negative responses to
questions which asked specifically about length. The longer
questionnaire was not seen as belng more of an overall nulsance,
or as being more uninteresting, unimportant, or difficult than
was the shorter interview,

e In general, Increasing the effort required to complete the respondent's
task (retrleval of records) had no effect on behavioral or attitudinal
indicators of respondent burden. For example, there were no signi«
flcant dlfferences between the recall and retrieva' groups in ftem
nonresponse rates (which were 2.89% and 2.82% respectively), in
willingness to be reinterviewad (80% of both groups agreed), or in
porportions of respondents within each group who felt that the inter-
view was uninteresting, unimportant, not time well spent, etc. In
short, asking r.spondents to retrleve records nelther created a
burden (as Is assumed by soms researchers) nor did It generate a more
positive reactlion by conveying to the respondents the suggestion that
the survey was very Important,

It
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o Whon e@! Wy examineg as a behavioral rather than as a manipulated

varlably-=tMt |y whon respondents ware arouped by the porcentage

of thme; th®Y actually ghecked thelr records=«no aignificant relation-
ships botw?®" wefort ang |ndlcators of burden ware found, However,
In both th? Megail and the record ratrleval 9roups, poersons who

nevor rofal % 1o thelr pecords at all exprossed negative attitudes
more froque™tly than dlg other respondents. Therefare, there may

be som as#%%1qcion betwgen foelings of burden, umwillingness to
exert arfor*d tn the Inggrvlow gltuation, and data quallty which

thit partic¥lan gtudy wag not deslgned to probe.

Interviey Langeh A0 pegspondent purden

with Other_Factortqnyidered

o The Nlntlam’“p between pespondent burden #nd Interview length

was exanin®® Wich nther yarlables (both attlitudinal and demographic)
hold constdt.  Mon indicated 1oss willingness to be reinterviewed
than women Qivett the [ong form: the same was true of employed
pom)ml and 7 " those with more sducation (hlgh school diploma or
mofe) .

Howover, th® ke, flnding emerging from this analysls was that a
genorg! pe! 187 14 the effjcacy of survey Is an Important factor
influencing the oxtent vo which Interviews of varlous lengths will
be perceive® 83 pyrdensome, That Is, among respondents agreeling
that *'answe’'"q gqyrveys |g of di :t benefit to the people who
ansver, th® fesrionship potween langth and key Indlica.ors of
burdam 1g wWkeped, For example, fo= this group, the percentage
refis Ing t0 "0 reintervigyed was generally low, no matter if the
short (g%) o' the long (107) trestment had been applied, (n
contrast, fO" regpondenty who did Not agree that surveys arc bene=
flclax, ghe "1 ¢jonshin petwaen length and burden became much
stronger, OT ypls groyp, the percents refusing to be reintery!ewed
were 19 peré8Nt for the ghort and bh percent for the long intervicw
growns (s d fe .ence of 25%) . -

Length, Effort, 8% Lyts Qualiyy

o Based on th® liymitec meagyres available In this study, no relation-

ship was foU"™ patween Ingerview length and data accurucy (as per-
ceived by f‘”Y%dents and reported in answer to an item in the
reaction fof™, ,r completeness (based on Item nonresponse to the
trestmeny 1M®r\1ew). Contrary to commonly held assumptions. item
nonresponse $'d ot incregse during the course of the long interview:
income quest Ony asked at the beginning and end of that interview
elicited a “™yrable rejacively high tevel of nonresponse,



e Simllarly, no ganeral relationship between record checklng and
data quality was found, Although, on the average, retrleval
respondents did refer to records more frequently than those
asked to rely on memory, diffarences In per alved accuracy of
respanse between the two qroups, while In the expected dlirectlon,

= wore not statistically significant, Only among persons favorabiy
precisposed toward surveys, did a significantly greater proportion
of retrieval than of racall respondents percelve thelr responsos
as ' rery accurata,'

Implications_of The Early Study Findlngs

The findings obtalned to date suggest that varying the lavel of
etfort entalled by an Interviuw as operationalized for this study does
not uffect self=perceived respondent burden, They also suggest that the
sisclosed length of an interview does not affect refusal decisions.

Persons exposed to the longer Interview were less 1ikely to express
willingness to participate in future surveys, suggestling indeed some
relationship botween length and self-percetved burden. This finding will
be empirically tested In Phase Il of the study., Wiilingness to complete

“e Interview, ltem response rates, and selfepercelved accuracy of
responses werc not aftected by length, nor was the generally favorable
assessment of the interview,

Belief in the efflicacy of surveys clearly emerged as an important
element affecting feelings of burden, perhaps even overshadowing actual
interview length, This finding suggests that to reduce self=perceived
burden in long Interviews, it is most Important teo convey to the respon-
dent the importance and use}ulness of the survey method and the |ikeli-

hood that the survey data will in fact be used by the research sponsors.

vii
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| . BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
Introduction

This report describes Phase | of the Measurement of Respondent
Burden, an experimental study ccir-ucted by Ehe Bureau of Social Science
ﬁesearch for the Department of Housing and Urban Development. The
focus of the study is upon correlates of self perceived respondent burden,
that is factors associated with the presence of negative feelings such
as annoyance, frustration or inconvenience which may be experienced by
survey participants. The study is limited to survey situations in which
face-to-face interviews are conducted in respondents' homes.

The issues addressed by this research are of interest to HUD
in connection with its sponsorship of the Annual Housing Survey (AHS),

a face-to-fnce household survey which is the primary source of informa-
tion about the condition of the nation's housing supply. The level of
refusal rates in the AHS, reports from field observers, and occa-
sional complaints by individual respondents -ave caused concern

wi thin HUD with the burden which the survey may be imposing upon AHS
respondents.

The issue of respondent. burden is also of interest to a wider

_audience of survey and evaluation researchers, who are concerned with

maintaining or improving response rates in their data collection
activities, and to government personne’ charged with managing or regula-
ting Federally-sponsored data collect on efforts. The present research
is intendéd to provide information which will be useful both to HUD staff

and to this broader research community.

.

14
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Common Assumptions About Respondent Burden

According to the Report of the Commission on Federal Paperwork,
"individuals complete well over 500 million Federal forms each year on
matters related to their personal lives.,” |f we define "paperwork' in
its broadest sense to include personal interviews, we can argue that
the Annual Housing Survey certainly contributes to this load; to carry
out the survey, Census interviewers conduct approximately 180,000 inter-
views yearly, .

Limiting the number of information requests which may be
sponsored by Federal agencies is a function carried out, in part, by
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). OMB's guidelines require
that special consideration be ''given to the burden on individuals. . ."
and that "individuals . . , should not be called upon to spend more than
one~half hour in respcnding to a request . . . .”2 Activities requiring, on
oh the average, more than one-half hour of response time per person must
be explained by a '"special justification" before an OMB clearance
allowing the activity to be fielded will be granted. tImplicit in this
procedure is the assumption that ''less is better,” t.e., that long
interviews will overly burden respondents,

This same assumption surfaces again in suggestions which have
been made for revisions to the Annual Housing Survey. At an iﬁvita-
tional conference convened during January, 1978, several possible causes
of respondent burden in the AHS were identified, among them interview

length, Consideration of this factor led to suggestions that the AHS

]A Report of the Commission on Federal Paperwork: Final
Summary Report, Washington, D.C., 1977, p. 64.

2Office of Management and Budget, Federa) Statistics:
Coordination, Standards, Guidelines, Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1976,

p. L6,
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be redesigned by shortening the questionnaire through the use of core
questions {to be administered yearly) and of rotating supplements (to
be administered on a fess frequent basis.)

A second factor flagged as a .possibie cause of burden for AHS
respondents is the panel design of the study. The Annual Housing Survey
consists of two parts; a national longitudinal survey in which occupants
of a nationwide sample of housing units are interviewed each year,
and an SMSA tongitudinal survey, in which occupants of housing units in
selected metropolitan areas are interviewed once every four years, A
recent review of the fixed panel design feature of the AHS concluded
that a rotating design would not necessarily lower refusal rates.
Despite this conciusion, however, the review Qent on to state that
""additional research shouid be done to examine other reasons for rotating

the survey, i.e., whether the respondent burden needs to be spread

among a farger portion of the Qopulation."3 [Emphasis added.]

It was thus assumed that there is some relationship between frequency
of being interviewed and perceived respondent burden.

The basic stimulfus for the research described in this
report is that the assumptions outiined above are based primarily on
intuition, Few empirical studies have been done exploring the relation-
ship of interview iength and frequency of interview to perceived burden.
This conclusion is based both on a formal literature review conducted
as part of this project, and upon our contacts with approximately 45

prominent survey research organizations from whom we requested unpublished

3Malmuth, M. The Advantages and Disadvantages of Rotating the
Annual Housing Survey, National Seswpie from a Non-Response Point of
View, Paper presented at the American Statistical Association Annual

. Meeting, Aug,, 1978, p. 26.
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work in this area. We found that much of the literature, both pﬁblished
and unpublished, has focussed on data quality or response rates, pot on
perceiVed burden. Further, much of the tangentially related work has
treated independent variables outside of the scope of the present
project, such as promises of confidentiality, use of incentives, etc.
Finally, most of fhe studies involving the length variable have been
limited to mail or phone questionnaires.

Although it Is thus without strong empirical underpinnings, our
understanding of the topic of respondent burden does have a theoretical
basis. A '‘theory of respondent burden'' has been presented by Norman |
Bradburn, director of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC).S
Bradburn's theory targets four factors which may be related to per-
ceived burden on the part of respondents: interview length, requi red
respondent effort, frequency of being interviewed, and the stress of
psychologically disturbing questions which may be asked. The theory
suggests that length. effort, or frequency of being interviewed do not
by themselves constitute a burden; burdensomeness is the product _f an
interaction between the nature of the task and the way in which it is
perceived by the respondent. Thus, by enhancing the importance of the

study for the respondent, longer interviews may even result in a

uMuch of this work is summarized in Marquis, K. Survey Response
Rates: Some Trends, Causes, and Correlates. Health Survey Research
Methods: Second Biennial Conference, Williamsburg, Va., May 4-6, 1977.
DHEW Pub. (PHS) 79-3207, 1979. Other useful references in the general
topic of survey nonresponse are: Hawkins, D. A Bibliography of Studies
of Non-Response in Survey Research, UNC, Chapel Hill: Institute for
Research on Social Science, 1978, and Nonresponse and Characteristics
of Non-Respondents, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of the Census, undated
SMIS Bibliography.

5Bradburn, N. Respondent Burden. Health Survey Research
Methods. DHEW Publication No. PHS 79-3207, 1978, pp. 49-53, See also
Sudman, S. and Bradburn, N. Response Effects in Surveys; Chicago,
Illinois: Aldine Publishing Co., 1975,
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reduction In perceived burden. Questions requiring some special effort
on the part of respondents=--such as asking them to check records for
expenditure data--may serve a similar function.

To test the latter assertion, and to examine Interactions between
interview fength and interview situations requlring special effort, "record-
checking' was inciuded as a variabie in the present research effort.

Coincidentally, the one empirical study most directly related

6
to the topic of respondent burden also comes from NORC. The study
is relevant because, uniike others, it does focus directly upon per-
ceived burden, albeit among a rather select population, farmers asked
to participate in USDA crop and livestock surveys, The principal
findings of the NORC researchers do not support the commonly accepted
truisms. The researchers concluded that actual interview length, or
frequency of interview are poor predictors of perceived burden. As
stated in their report:

In their assessment of survey burden, farmers and ranchers

are not so much influenced by the number or length or type of
surveys as they are by their rerception of the quality of the
surveys and the effects of surveys upon their lives. Operators
who are convinced that surveys produce useful and accurate
information that serves primarily their own economic interests
tend not to feel burdened by even large number of surveys. Those
who are not so convinced are likely to feel that even one survey
request is too many. (p. 69)

Clearly, then, the commonly accepted assumptions about

respondent burden required some further exploration.

6Jones C. et al. Dakota Farmers and Ranchers Evaluate Crop

and Livestock Surveys. Chicago, I11inois: National Opinion Research
Center, 1979.




I1. DESCRIPTION OF THE EXPERIMENT

The Study Design

The respondent burden study is being implemented in two phases.
During the first phase of the experiment, bcth interview length and
the eéffort required of the respondent to answer certain questions were
manipulated, and their effect upon perceived burden assessed. Length
was operationally defined as ""number of minutes of interview time,"
with 25 and 75-minute treatments used. The ""effort"” variable was also
separated into two trzatments: recall, in which respondents were asked
to provide estimates based on memory for answers to selected expen-
diture questions, and retrieval, in which respondents were asked to
consult checkbooks or other records to answer these questions.

The length and effort variables were crossed to create four
treatment groups, each of which received a different version of the
interview: a short recall interview (Group 1), a long recall inter-
view {Group 2), and short and long retrieval interviews (Groups 3 and 4).
(See Figure 1.)

Respondent burden was measured by direct questioning of the
respondent through a self-administered reaction form, which was given
at the conclusion of each ‘'treatment! interview. (For 100 of the
respondents in Group 1 and 100 in Group 2, the reaction form was not
used, since these respondents will be reinterviewed for the second
phase of the study.) Respondent burden was also behaviorally
assessed by examining various types of response rates among treatment

groups.
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FIGURE 1

STUDY DESIGN

Group | Group 2 Group 3 Group &

-

25 Minute Instrunent, | 75 Minute Instrument,| 25 Minute Instrunent,| 75 Mlnute Instrume
Recall Effort Only Recall Effort Record Retrieval Record Retrleval

Required Required
Group 1A | Group 18 | Group 2A | Group 28
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For the second phase of the study, the effort variable will
be eliminated, and the third manipulated variable--single vs. repeat
administration of identical questions over time--will be introduced.
The "repeat" treatment will be applied approximately nine months
after the first data collection cycle (i.e., in November, 1980) by
conducting a second round of interviews with a portion of the Phase |
sample. The effects of the '"administration' variable will be assessed
by comparing the single administration groups (Groups 1A and 2A in
Figure i) and the repeat administration groups {Groups 1B and 2B) in
terms of overall nonresponse rates and by comparing their responses to

the reaction form.

Sampling Procedures

The interviews were conducted in the suburban area of Phila-
delphia; field work was subcontracted to the Institute of Survey
Research, Temple University. The study area can be characterized as
relatively prosperous and predominantly white.

A multi-stage sémpling procedure was used to select respondents
from this area, At the first stage, 50 clusters of 12 households and
25 clusters of 16 households were randomly selected from all clusters
in the suburbs of interest; clusters were formed by grouping adjacent
addresses in the Coles City Directory, For each selected cluster, a
lister was sent to the field to obtain a complete and up-to-date
listing of households,

At the second stage of sampling, subsets of six households
within the clusters of 12 and subsets of eight households within the
clusters of 16 were selected for a total of 500 households (50 x 6 plus

25 x 8). The remaining subsets were held in reserve to be used as

. zajl
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substi tutes for che original households in the event that an interview
could not be °btained. In addition, 15 Mreserve'' clusters were also
selected o P Uged In cage additional substitutes were needed.

At th® Final stage of sampling, one respondent 'knowledgeable
about hou;ehald expenditures” was selected at each household. A
treatment wa® 3Sgigned to each selected respondent, and within each
cluster ajl *'aygents were used. In tha. way, the full experiment

was replicated iy every clyster, .
Questionnaire Oesign

A1 v8TSigns of the treatment questionnaires incorporate
selected {te™ Fron the Anpual Housing Survey. For the longer instru-
ment, addtio" jtems Wera created or adapted from other sgurces to
achieve the d®Sined interyiey length. The questionnaires were arranged
in segnents bY tapic area, jth ''stop points’ at the end of each segment
instructing the interviewsr 1o end the interview if 25 (or 75) minutes
had elapsed. The topics ipcluded in the short and long forms are
shown In Figu'® V

Every ®ffort was made to keep the interest level constant between
the short znd '°hg instruments. A mix of open and closed questions was
included in e?Sh, Equivalency of interest was assessed by BSSR staff
who rated gach Supgection o5 all versions of the questionnajre on a
five-point rinterggm scale, No appreciable differences in interest

level were foUNd.
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FIGURE 1]

TOPIC AREAS INCLUDED IN TREATMENT OUESTIONNAIRES?

Questionnaire Type

Area
! Short Long

Household composition/demographic tnformation®. Yes Yes
General information about house/apc'irtmentb ...... Yes Yes
Energy-related questions Chougehold heating,

cooling, insulation, etc.)®. . . . . . . . . ... Yes Yes
Household repairsb. ............... No Yes
Electrical appliancgs. use of electricity,

electricity bills™, . . . . . . . . . . .. Yes Yes
Other fuel, blllsb. s e e e s e e e e e e e s Yes Yes
Neighborhood servicesb. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e Yes Yes
Neighborhood crime. . . . . . . . + . « & o 4 o+ « & No Yes
Description of nelghbors (race, education, social

interaction) e e e e e e e e . No Yes
Previous residencesb s e e s e s s e s e e e s e e Yes Yes
Transportation: number and types of vehicles owned. . Yes Yes
Transportation: gas purchases, attitudes toward

shortages . . . . . ¢ v . 4 e e i 4 i e e e e Yes Yes
Transportation: metho. used to get to workP. No Yes
Specific sources of household income® . . .. .. .. Yes Yes

3For most topic areas, the longer questionnaire contained more items

than did the short one. Recall and retrieval versions of the instrument were
identical, except that different versions of expenditures items were used.

blndlcates topic areas included in past or present versions of the

Annual Housing Surveys, or proposed for AHS use. Most questions within these
areas were taken verbatim or adapted from the AHS; In some cases additional’

non-AHS items were used to achieve the desired interview length.
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The reaction form, administered at the conclusion of the treat-
ment interview, contains items used In earlier studies of interview
participants as well as some especially created for the present effort,
A telephone questionnaire to obtain information about persons refusing
to be interviewed was also developed.

All data collection instruments were pretested In a Northern

Virginia suburb of Washington, D.C.

Data Collection Procedures

The study's data collection procedures were patterned after
those used In the Annual Housing Survey. As in the AHS, an advance
letter was sent to each of the 500 "'original" households selected for
participation in the study. The fetter described the general subject
matter to be covered and informed respondents that the results would
be used to improve the design of the Annual Housing Survey. Respondents
were further informed that their participation was voluntary, and that
the results would be reported in aggregate form only. The fact that
respondents would be asked to complete a reaction form at the conclusion
of the interview was not revealed to them either in the letter or during
the interview.

Up to four call-backs were allowed at each household to complete
an interview with a respondent ""knowledgeable about household finances."
Several restrictions were placed on the timing of calls: the first
attempt had to be made after 3 P.M: on a weekday, or at a reasonable
veekend time; if other attempts were necessary, at least one call had
to be made on a weekend or after 6 P.M. on a weekday. | f, after four
calls, an interview Qas not obtained, the interviewer was given a sub-

stitute assignment at which to administer the s.lected treatment.
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Upon arriving at the household, the interviewer read an intro-
duction in which she repeated the confidentiality provision and told
the respondent how long the interview would last, Reaction forms were
handed to all persons consenting to the interview--except those
targeted for Phase {f of the study--at the conclusion of each session.
Interviewers were Instructed not to assist the respondent in completing
this form. The respondent was instructed to seal the envelope containing
the form and to give it to the Interviewer. The option of mailing it
directly to the survey organjzation was also available. As detalled in
the next section of this report, a special effort was made to follow up
those persons refusing to be interviewed, so thit the reason for the

refusal could be determined.
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£18. PHASE ¢ RESULTS

.

The resuits of Phase | of the experiment are presented In terms
of several major research questions:

i. How do survey respondents and refusers differ?

2. L .oking at the respondents only, can we datect & relation-
ship between the length of the interview and the burden perceived by
the persons interviewed? Similarly, is there an association between
the effort required in the interview situation snd the perceived burden?

3. Under what conditions do the observed rclationships asppesr
to "hold uwp™

tn addition, the final part of tnls section looks at issues of
data quality and flags specific questions reported as problems by study
respondents.

A technical note on the validity of the findings to be
reported is appropriate here. Strictiy speaking, in anslyzing the
data, we will be operating at the level of what Cook and Cunpbcll7 have
called ''statistical conclusion validity,” That is, we will be looking
at interview length, effort, and perceived burden as operationally

defined and measured in this experiment to determine If length (or effort)

and the indicators of burden are statistically associated. in looking
for associations, it will also be important to determine !f there are
consistencies across the various Indicators of burden, so that th.

specific elements of respondent burden related to length or effort may
-

>

7(:ook. T. and Campbell, O, Quasl - Experimentation Design and
Analysis Issues for Field Settings, Chicago, 111inois: Rand McNally,

1979.

be pinpointed,
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If any significant associatlions are observed, we must look for
alternatlve explanations kl.e., ways In which the experimental groups
differ other than in the length or effort of the interview sl tuation)
to explain the observed relationships, |f no alternatives a: . found,
the "internal validity" of the experiment--i.e., the plausibllity of

inferring that' length or effort and perceived burden as we have defined

and measured them are causally related=-is strengthened. Finaily, to

increase the ''external validity'' of the experiment--i.e., the extent
to which its findings can be generalized to different settings, types
of peopie, historical times, etc.==it will be important both to
determlne the extent to which any results we find hold up for specific
subgroups of respondents within this study, and to compare our findings
with other research along these lines which has been done or may be

done in the future,

Factors Affecting Wiliingness to Respond:

A Comparison of Respondents and Refusers

To complete the required number of interviews, interviewers‘
entered a total of 80 clusters and attempted contact at 886 addresses.
Seventy percent of the attempted interviews took place during the day,
and 26 percent during the evening (after § P.M.). Fifty-eight percent
were done on weekdays and 40 percent on weekends or during a February
holiday. Thirty~three interviewers were used, 24 of whom had more than
one year of interviewing experience. Altogether 498 interviews were
actually completed. (See Table | for a summary of the field work effort

and its results,)
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l
TABLE ESULT s

SUMMARY OF FIELD WORK EFFORT AND F%

— ' 0]
4__,/’/’—_-\\\ *
N

A. Type of Address Used (505)
Origlinal address . . . . .. ... e e e e (378) 57
Substlitute address®. , . . . ., . . e (3 13
Unknowa, . . . . . .. ... .... e e e e 0
B. Day of Attempted Interviewd (350)
Weekend/hollday. . . . ., . . .., .. ... . 52[) 40
Weekday ( ) 8
......... (15 5
Not determined . . . . . . . . ., . ... ... 2
C. Time of Attempted Interviewb (620)
Day (up to §:00 pm). . . . . . e e e e e e e (130) 70
Evenling (5:00 pr and later), . ., ... .... ( 36) 26
Not determined . , . . . . . .. .. o 0 e e s A
I. Flpal Interview Result 02
Contact made . . . .. .. ... .... o .. (”93) b
Completed Interview. . . . . .. ... ... (zoz) 56
Refusal. =
D T T T T S 2) %3
Breakoff . ., . . . . . . . . ... .. ;ﬁ“)' 0
No_contact made. . . . . . . e e e e e e ( 12) 21
Language barrler . . . . . ., .. ... .. (95) 1
Could not contact after 4 calls, . , . . . . ( 16) 10
Eliglible respondent away , . ., . . . v e e ( 35) 2
Vacant
I T T T TP P 14) [
Not a housing unit ., . . . . . . .. c e e e E 14) 2
Other..................../T\z/
885
Total (N) of Addresses Used ( g
u,ters.
3Twenty of these addresses were from reserve chgﬂ the or; 't
remalnder were obtalned from substitute households W Nally
sampled clusters.
t
b . . . jow 2EETPL
Refers to day and time in which final interv AN

rnade .
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Since one of the motives underlying the concern with respondent
burden is its presumad connection with refusal decisions, It is important
in a study of this phenomenon to look for characteristics which dlstingulsh
respondents and refusers, and to establish the exact clrcumstances under
which the refusal occured. An understanding of the differences in char-
acteristics of these two groups also ylelds important clues to the biases
In data that may result from refusais. The refusal rate for this survey
was 23 percent of all addresses (N=886), or 29 percent of alt 'good
addresses” (N=702), i.e., those which were occupied by survey-eligible
residents, so that an interview could have taken place.8 These refusal
rates are somewhat higher than rates experlenced in other household
surveys. However, the refusal rate may have been iInflated by the data
coliection procedures which were used to meet a rigid deaiine.9 If
interviewers encountered a refusal, an Ineligibie respondent, etc.,
they were provided with substitute assignments, This practice may have
encouraged them to accept refusais more readily than s usually the case.
Also, we did not, in this survey, follow the common practice of attempting

to '"convert'' refusers via teiephone follow-up calls.

8in some cases, the distinction between refusals and Ineligibie
respondents Is not clear-cut. Tweive households were classified as
ineligible because the interviewer was unable to communicate initiaily
with the resident ("language barrier'). In a few other cases, the resident
claimed that he did not want to participate because he was sick, barely
spoke Engiish etc.; these were classiflied as refusals,

9A11 interviews need to be compieted in one month so that, in
accordance with OMB regufations, no field work would take place during a
L-month period surrounding the 1980 census.

29
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Data on refusers was obtalned by asking Interviewers to code the
sex and approximate age of the refuser and the point at which the refusal
took place. Supervisors then attempted to adminlster a short refuser
follow-up questionnaire by phone for the 135 cases for which phone.
numbers were found. Contact was actually established with I]S of
these individuals; eight couid not be interviewed because of'a lan=
guage barrier, 48 terminated the interview after the first or second
question, and only 59 went through the entire sequence of questions,
Therefore, much of the information available to describe refusers is
based on a small number of individuals,

Three types of data distinguishing respondents and refusers
are presented in the tables: demographic characteristics (Table 2);
past experience with and general attitudes towards surveys (Tables 3
and U4); and characteristics of the interview situation itself (Table 5),
(Complete responses to the refuser follow-up form are shown in Appendix A,)

Significant differences between the two groups were found for
age (p.< 05), past experience with surveys (p. £.001) and attitudes
towards surveys (with p.'s ranging from {01 to .00 depending upon
the attitude measure used), Respondents were younger than refusers;

a greater proportion reported participating in surveys in the past; and
they had more positive attitudes towards surveys in general, The dlffer-
ence In attitudes between the groups is evident both for several of the
specific items used as attitudinal measures (as shown In Table 3) and

for the overall attitude score created when the items were combined into

an index (shown in Table 4).

Cw
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TABLE 2
CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS AND REFUSERS: DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

Respondents Refusers TOTAL

mo U
e, . ..., e (179) 36 (64) 3 (24) 36
nder 40¥ , .., L. L, . (210) b3 6) 3 (n) ko
ccupat lonal status
Fulletime worker , , , ., . . (217) b (22) 40 (0) b
Part=time worker . . , . . . ( 75) 15 (3) 5 (78)
Homemaker, . . , ... . ., (134) 27 (1) 3 (153) 28
Retired, . v\ v .y ( 41) 8 (9 16 (5) 9

Other. v v v v v vy s ( 28) 6 (2) 4 (30) 5

" ¢.05,

—8‘—
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TABLE )

CHARACTERISTICS OF AESPONDENTS VS, REFUSERS:
WITH AND ATTITUOES TOWARD SURVEYS IN GENCRAL

PAST EXPERIENCE

Charecter!stic

L))

spondents
N X

)Mfuurl

TOTAL
X

‘Participatad In & survey during th'.
past 12 months o o o ¢ 0 00 v .

Strongly egreed or agreed with
the following stetements ebout
surveys:

Zopltive Statements

Answaring surveys s of direct
benefit to the people who
ONEWOTS: ¢ . ¢ . . s s e

Teking part In surveys can glve
me @ chance to telk sbout
interesting toples . . .. . .

By teking part In surveys | can
effect the government's

“declslons, . . . ... .. ..

The most Importent way to
Improve the quellty of life
In Americe 13 by teking
surveys frequently , . , ., , ,

Negative Statements
Yoo many surveys sre balng
conducted these deys ., . , , ,

Surveys esk questfons thet sre
toopersoral ., ., . .., ., ..

(103)*™*

(154)
(1u)*

(160)

(147)

( 95)™™

( 86)"™"

»”

58

66

54

36

(8

(26)

(22)

(22)

(16)

(39)

(35)

52

LH

38

78

”

(207)

(120)

(1%6)

(182)

(163)

(134)

(121)

60

57

63

58

52

u3

38

Number Responding
Missing Cases
Totel (N)

L
*p <,01. p «<.001.

(263-277)

(b2-74)
(33-65
(107)

9296 13 the number of peopls responding to the resction form.

"107 Is the _umber of persons answering at lesst the first question on the refuser form.

59 pecple went through the entire refuser fo!low=up Interview.
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TABLE 4

HEAN "NEGATIVE ATTITUDE TOMARD SURVEYS'® SCORE OF RESPONDENTS VS, AEFUSERS

Standard Talled
(N) Mean Devlation T Value  Probablllty
People Answering the Entlre
"Att!tude" Questlon
Respondents, , , , . ., ., , (248) 1,86 .56 4,49 ,000
Refusers . . . ..., ..., (28) 3.25 1.4 . .
Peopla Answering One or Mora
Parts of the Quest!on
Respondents, , . . ., ., , . (279) 17 1,53 3.47 001
ROfU!OrS N A A R R (59) 2.52 |.l+8 - L

e

¥The negatlve attitude toward surveys scale was computed by counting the number of times parsons

agreed or strongly agreed with negatlve statements about surveys (e.g,, "Too many
these days) and the number of times they disagreed or str
"AnswerIng surveys Is of direct baneflt to people who ans
were used In constructing the scale,

negative attltudes expressed),

C.2
L S

surveys are being conducted
ongly dlsagreed with positlve statemerts (e,g,,

wer'), Statements ase In Q. § of the reactlon form
Scores could range from 0 {no negative att!tudes exprassed) to 5 (flve



TADLE 5

T CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS VS, REFUSERS: VARIABLES
RELATED TO THE INTERVIEW SITUATION

Respondents Refusers TOTAL
(N) % (N 4 (N) %
Time Interview was Attempted
DAYEIM, & v v v e (361) (133) 69 (bo4) M
Bvening, . v v v v e (130 2 (60) 3 (190) 28
Day Interview was Attempted
Weskend/hollday, . . . . . . . . (19) 39 (81) 4 (%) 39
Woekday, o v o0 (305) 6l (116) 59 %21y 6
Experience of Interviewer |
Inexperlenced, . . . . . .. . . (99) 19 (4) 2 (135) 19
Experlenced, . . . . e (hos) 81 (160) 79 (565) 81

Total (N) of cases for
which information wns

aval lable {491-498) (193-202)
Mlssing cases (0-7) (0-9)
Total (N) (498) (202)
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1t Is also Informative to note WaYS In which the two groups do
pot differ. No wlgalficant differences Were found In terms of sex, or
occupational utatus, o* for those varlables which we used to describe
the Interview i 'tuatlen, 1.a., tine or 98y of thy attempted Intervlew,
or expsrlience ¢f ths Interviewer Involved ‘Table ), This latter finding
was unexpected iInce we had hypothes'zed that a [arger proportion of
refusers than respondents would have encountered Inexperlenced Interviewers,

An examination of the reasons mentloned by refusers for decllining
the Interview does nat provide a clearcut Indlcation that time require-
ments, from the polnt of view of the respondent, are a major factor
(Table 6). While one-fifth of the refusers sald that the interview would
take too much time, the actual time required-- o | 25 vs. minutes--did
not seem to contribute In any appreclable way to the tendency to refuse.
The percentage of refusals occuring after the specific Interview length
was mentioned (as opposed to refusals occuring eariler during the Intro-
ductlon) 1s virtually Identical for both the long and short questionnalire
forms (38.1 and 37.4 percent respectively). It may be that any amount of
time Is "too much" for someone who 1s not predisposed to participate In
an Interview, or that basing one's refusal on Jack of time is a convenient
explanation.

We thought It possible that '"time' might a1s0 be Important from
the point of view of the Interviewer, that s, that her a priorl knowledge
of the length of the interview to be completed might subtly Influence
her behavior toward the respondent, For example, we hypothesized that
Interviewers who encountered difficult resPOndents might be less

persistent when they knew they woyid have to administer the long form.
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TABLE 6
REASONS MENTIONED BY REFUSERS FOR DECLINING

TO PARTICIPATE IN INTERVIEW

(N)

%&

Interview would take too much time, respondent

Was tOO DUBY . v Lt L s s i e e e e ke e e e e e

Couldn't do Interview (too old, sick, language

barrler, death In family, other personal problems) ,
Didn't want to be bothered, didn't feel llke It,

not Interested . . . . . . . ¢ .0 0 ..

Didn't want privacy Invaded, didn't want to divulge

Information. . o v ¢« v v v o o 4 v b 0 0 s

Tims was Inconventent, . . v v v v« 4 o o o o o o
Dtdn't want to take part, participate in surveys . . . .
Felt that surveys are disguised sales plitches, , .

Disapproved of Interviewer behavior. . . ., .
Sponsorship of survey. ., ., . . . « v 4 & . &

Nothing to say, couldn't answer. . . . . . . .

Didn't feel survey would be useful . . , . ,

Other reason, or reason not determined . . , .

(24)
(21)
(21)

(10)
(9
(9
(5)
(W
(3)
(2
(n
(10)

21

18

W = N W W ® oW

3percents based on 115 refusers for whom some Inltlal contact was made

(1.e., phone number ware found and someone answered the phone).

responses were allowed,

Multiple
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2.

But the Information shown In Table 7 suggests that this hypothesls Is
not true; 30 percent of the good addresses with long assignments resul tad
In refusals, vs. 27 percent for the short form. These data suggest that
a priorl knowledge of Interview length did not have an sppreclable effect
upon Interviewer behavlor, and, thus, upon response rates,

‘. Finally, to check for other subtle uncoded d!fferences In Inter-
vlguptwsghovlor which might be related to refusal rates, the percent of
cases handled by each Interviewor which resulted In refusals was tabulated
(Table 8), The mode Is between 21 to 30, an Interval which Includes the
overal| percentage of all cases resulting In refusals (23% as shown earller
In Table I). Moreover, no interviewer accnunted for more than 8 percent
of the 202 refusals, WIith these facts In hand, It seems safe to conclude
that Interviewer diffarences are not an Important factor In understandling
refusals,

The findings from this experiment are conslistent with other research
that has been done on the characterlistics of refusers. For example,
Vlseman,'o In a paper presented at the 1980 annual meeting of the Amerlcan
Assoclation for Publlc Opinlon Research {AAPOR), showed converging findings
from his own and earller studies which Indicated that refusers tend to be
older than respondents and soclally less active and more Isolated. It
Is worth notlng, however, that our findings do not support the hypothesis
occasionally advanced by survey researchers .that refusers are persons
who suffer from survey fatigue because chey have been Interviewed too

many times In the recent past.

loWIseman. F. The Nonresponse Problem In Consumer Surveys,
Unpubl ished paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Assoclation of Publlc Oplnion Research, Cincinnati, Ohlo, 1980,

37



«25.

TABLE 7
FINAL SURVEY RESULTS BY LENGTH OF INTENDED {NTERVIEW
-
Short Long
(N) % (N) %
Completed Interview . . . . « + « . . .‘ . (250) 58 (248) 55
Refusal . . . . . . o v i v e { 94) 22 (108) 24
Broakoff. & & ¢ v ¢ e e et e e ( 0) 0 ( 2) 0
Language barrler. . . . . . .., { 9) 2 ( 3) 1
.Could not contact after 4 calls ., ., ., ., { 50) 12 ( 43) 10
Ellglble~respondent away., . . . « « . . . { 6) 1 { 10) 2
VBCANE. o v v v v v e e e (1 b (I b
Not 2 housingunlt, . « . « v ¢« v ¢ v o . { 5) ! { 9 2
Other « v v v v v v v e e e e e (2 ! (13) 3
Total N of Addresses Used (b33) 100 (b53) 100
Refusals as a Percent of All
Addresses 22 24
Total N of "Good'* Addresses (344) (358)
Refusals as a Percent of 'Good"
Addresses 27 30

*'Good addresses'' are addresses where an interview could have been
obtained, I,e,, the first three catcqjories in the table,
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TABLE 8

OISTRIBUTION OF INTERVIEWERS 8Y PERCENTAGE OF THEIR ASSIGNHENTS
WHICH RESULTED IN REFUSALS

Parcentage of Assignments Interviewers
Resulting In Refusals (N) %
O POPCONt. & v v ¢« 4 v v s e e e e e e e e e (o) 0
T« 10porcont o o . v vt i e e e e e e (6) 18
11 =20 Porcent. . o v v v v v v h v e e (8) 2
20 <30 parcent. . . . u L u e e e e (12) 36
IV - L0 POPCONt . v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s (v) 12
Y = 50 pOrcent. « v v v v v e b e e e e e e (2) 6
51+ percent . . . v i i e m* 3

Tota! (33) 100

4Thls Interviewsr was glven only one assignment which resulted
in a refusal,




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

x,,w

It is fregquently assumed by survey recearchury and theif sponsars,
that, on balance, the raole and tasks which the respondent iy asind to
perform In the course of the intervisow have a neastive impact, 0., thet
these activitios are burdensome, |t has aleo been argued, Rowsesr, TRt
on balance, the experience might be a positive one, sinie the Intervive
might be an onjoyable interpersonal esporience, #n apporiunity to ol
new inslghts or learn about new products or (deas, oF @ source of gealilis
cation because the respondent performs an altruistic act, Tms purpose
of our study was 10 aseoss the way In which nagative and povitive feelings
about survey particlpation are affectod by characteristics of the inters
view ("the treatment') and to maka judgrents atoul the totsl esseriems
under various treatment conditions, which might gnabla us (o deseribe
the experience as heving various degrees of burdensomsness or enjoyment,
Yo measure respondents’ feelings during the intarview, we wied various
indicators sultable for administration In & large scale survey, Thice
major types of iIndicators were examined:

e Overt behavioral iIndicators, Including Interview beeak-offs,

the percent of ail applicable questions which went ynanawered

by the respondent during the ''treatment’ interview, and

reports from interviewsrs that the respondent seemesd bored

or preoccupled during the Interview, The assunption deing

e made In using these indicators Is that, If tha respondent

chooses to tarminate the interview, is nat answering the

qQuastions askad, or Is looking at his watch, asking the number

of questions left, etc., It Is bacauie he or she fools
burdened by the situation.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-28-

e Softer behavioral indicators, inciuding the stated unwillingness
of the respondent to continue the interview for an additionail

15 or 30 minutes given a hypothetical opportunity to do so, or

unwillingness to be reinterviewed at a later date.

e Attitudinal indicators measured through the reaction form.

These include statements that the inter.iew was too long,

uninteresting, unimportant, not time well spent, etc. Again,

the assumption being made is that if the respondent makes

negative statements of this type the treatment interview was

to some extent burdensome, i.e., provided few rewards.

In this section, each of the burden indicators is examined to
determine if there are relationships between perceived burden and the
length of the interview, the eifort required, or the overall treatment,
invoiving the four combinations of length and effort.

An overview of reactions to the interview is presented in Table 9.
In general, reactions were overwhelmingiy positive, Only two of the 500
respondents who had agreed to be interviewed broke off the interview
prior to compietion. (Both of these were in the long recall group.)

For those persons completing the interview, the average item refusal rate
was less than one percent, and the average item nonresponse rate (counting
both refusals and ''don't know' responses) was less than three percentﬂ'

Refatively few respondents (9%) were reported by interviewers as pre-

occupied with the length of the interview, Large majorities felt that

"the interview was at least somewhat interesting (87%), and important (88%),

and that their time and effort were at least somewhat well spent (90%);

80 percent said that they would be willing to be reinterviewed next year.

“Interviewers were asked to distinguish between cases where the
respondent refused to answer a question (''refusals') and cases where
the respondent did not have the information requested'(“qon't knows ")
In many cases, the distinction was undoubtediy very difficult to make,
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TABLE 9
'OVERALL REACTIONS TO THE INTERVIEW

Behaviorai Indlcators

Average Ttem refusal rate. . . . . . e e e e e e e s

Percent reported by interviewers as preoccupied with the
length of the Intervies. . . . . . . . e e e e e ..

Percent willing to be reinterviewed one year from now to f
out If housing conditions had changed. . , . . . . . .

Percent who would have been willing to continue with the |
view for at least another 15 minutes , ., ., . . ... . .

lnd

. Attitudinal Indlcators

Percent feeling that the interview was:

Very or somewhat interesting . . . . . . . . .. . ..

Very or somewhat Important . . . . . . . .. .. .. . . .
Percent finding questions easy or very eaﬁy to answer, . . ¢
Percent feeling that time and effov;t put into answering the

~= - questions was very weli or somewhat well spent . . . . . - °
Percent feeling that the length of tne interview was about
FIght, &« o . . e e L e e e e i e et e e e e e e e e e :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" ‘Mumber of breakoffs. . . . . e e e e e e e et

' Average item non-response rate (refusals and 'don't knows"): °

nter’ .
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Finally, the respondents tended to rate the "nulsance" cor '"burden'' of
participating In this survey as belng considerably less than that for the
performance of other common tasks, such as filllng out Income tax forms,
balancing a checkbook, responding to political opinion polls, or getting
a car Inspected (see Table 10).

Because of this favorable reaction, we are left, for many indlca-
tors, with the task of examining responses from a rather small minority
of respondents to determine if length or effort had any bearing on
their negative behavior or attitudes toward the interview.

Behavioral indicators are reported in Tables !l and 12 and
atcitudinal indicators in Tables 13 and 14. (Detailed responses
to questlons from which these tables are taken are shown In Appen-

dix B.) There are statistically significant associations between many
of these measures and the Jength of the Interview, Specifically;:
® Fewer long interview respondents wouid have been willing to
continue with the interview for an additional 15 or 30 minutes

given the hypothetical chance to do so (39 vs. 75 percent);
and more decliined to be reinterviewed next year (27 vs.

13 percent) (Tablei2). .

® long interview respondents were more frequently described by
interviewers as '"preoccupied with the fength of the interview'
(14 vs. 5 percent for the short interview group). (Table 12.)
Fourteen percent of the long Interview group vs. only five parcent
of the others said that ''the time and effort put into answering
the questions was not well spent." (Table 13.)

® Nearly one-half of the long interview respondents vs. 13 percent
"~ of the others said the interview was "too long." Over one-half
reconmended the use of shorter questionnaires as a way of
improving surveys, (However, one-third of the short inter-
view group aiso made this recommendation.) (Tabie 13.)



TABLE 10

HOW RESPONDENTS RATED THE "NUISANCE VALUEY OF THIS SURVEY
INCOMPARISON TO OTHER COMMON TASKS .

| ,

QmMmHmMﬂummnmmumwmmMWMMmm%Mmmmemmmmm.mmn
sone of these may be a downrlght "nulsance," We would Iike toknow how much taking part In ths survey bothered

you as compared to dolng cther common tasks, (FOR EACH TASK PUT DOWN THE NUMBER ON THE SCALE==1 THROUGH
10«<WHICH BEST DESCRIBES HOW MUCH THE TASK BOTHERS You,)

Hean RatIng
Doesn't Bothers  Standard
Bother He  pmefrm—dmmdod L b e a Lot Deviation
atAll 12 3 b 5 6 7 8 9 1
Answering the Interviewer's
questlons during this s.rvey, | , 2.3
FI1llng out Income tax forms, , , | (6.1) 3.5
Balancing checkbook agalnst bank
Statemnt.ao.onoocnuo 3"
Answering a public oplnion survey
sbout which political candldate
YDU”kaettel'......... 3'2
Golng to the polls to vote on
electlon day, ,», , .. ..., , 2,6
Getting your car Inspected by the
Statetl|||0l00||o|0 3.b

@ o ik e R o B LA AL 1 e

3Basad on responses from 267280 particlpants or 90+95% of those completing the reactlon form,




TABLE 1

AVERAGE ITEN REFUSAL AND ITEN NON<RESPONSE RATES TO TAEATHENT INTERVIEY,
BY INTERVIEV LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATHENT

MM nl—
Nimber of Item Refusal Rate® Item NoneResponse Rate
Respondents
CompletIng
Treatment Standard Torf 3Talled Standard Torf 2Talled
Interview Hean Deviation Value Probabl |ty Hoan Deviation Value Probabl 11ty

Lo
smrt LI I T B R R T '} 250 .67 JIlI 2170 h.sa . .
Leng, o vuvv v, 248 34 L1 Lsh 3.04 3.9 34 350
Effart
Recall, . ., ...... 348 48 0.3 , 2.8 b16
T 55 X R 18 20 B
Treatment ' .
short Recall. . . , . 175 6 3.8 Mo 2,8 5,01 63 598
Long Recall ., . , ., m 28 127 2.4 3,09
Short fetrleval . , , . 75 K3 2,04 .9 3,16
_ Long Retrieval, , , ., 7 48 170 3.5 37
Overall Results 498 S5l 2,2 .81 3.97

*See footnote p, 24 for definftion of "Iten refusal” and "leen nonsresponse, !

%lnce the varlances among treatnent g:r:ips were not homogeneous, the use of the F ratlo Is not strictly appropriate, Therefors, the exact
slgnificance level 1s not known,

o
“ i

T
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TABLE 12

RESPOKDENT BEXAVION DURING INTERYIEV AND WICLINGAESS TO PARTICIPATE IN LONGER OR FUTURE (NTERVIENS,
BY INTERVIEW LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATMNT (In Percentages)®

' | , Length Effort

Treatment
Indlcator ! TOTAL,

Shart | Long [ Short | Long
Short | Long | ecall (latrlenl mall {Reteleal Matelwal] () %

lowqr 1on

014 the respondent sem precccupled with the Tangth

of the Intarvlowmethat s, did the raspondent keep

lookIng at a watch, asking how sany questions were
w - efty eted ‘ S

'“!!lllll.!IOI!IOO'.OIO!IOO s "0 0 8 "0 ,‘ }] ("6) 9
hllllllll.iOOOICOOOOOIOOOO 9 8 90 91 y‘ 8 * % (u.s) 9

Slgniflcance p L0l ns pLts

o

- Vo Md tlee to ask our Tspartant questions durlng this
C Interviow, but 1t would have bean useful for our study
. tousk some additional quastions, On the other hand,
we could bave loft some out to meke the Interview shorter,
Ploase circle the momber of the one anwer balow which

cones ¢logast to your feslings:
| would have been v)llllng 10 continve with the :
Interviow for another 30 mimutes v, v s 00 v y n 12 4 I } ! (9 10

| would have been wiiting to continue with the
- Intorvime for another 15 alnutes . , ., .. ... 6 i 5 6 2 )] oW

| would hove prefarred the Interview to be
S.mlnutes RO o 4w v uu v ¥ B ooon oK% B (%) W

| would have prafarred tha Interview to be
lollmllllhol'tlfh....-.......-a.. b 18 9 8 b ]9 b " (25) 9

Signlflcance ne -

Would you be willing to be ﬁtmlud 8 your from

nov 80 that we could find out whather your bous Ing

condltions had changed!
'.’ll.ll..lllll.ll.Oillli.ll a, n Bh m “ 7,‘ 89 7' (IZQ)M
bllllll.l..'.l'il'l..ll.t.l u 27 20 20 "‘26 ” 19 (s‘) 20

P ol o

Slgniflcance p L.l o pL0s -
Maber Answerlng Mespondent Questlons W Ben 19 W MR G TR Gem 2
Nisslng Cates 8 I 9 ! T S & B 16

. v Sparcents on this ad on subsequent tables may not equa! 100 because of rounding,
: Is responss d1d not appear on short Interview, :

r




TABLE 1)

REACTIONS TO SELECTED ATTITUDINAL QUESTIONS CONCEANING THE LENGTH OF THE INTERVIEN, BY LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATHENT

(1n Percentages)

W l
Length Effort ! Treatment - I
[ | ToraL
Question I l
| Short | tong | Short | Long |
Short | Long Recall Petrlen! | Recall | Recell | Retrieval|Retrlevalll (N)
How do you feel about the Tength of the Interview which
you Just conpleted? (CIRCLE ONE NUNBER OMLY,
Tooshortlllnaliuuu.ooun|‘l!i'l' ] ‘ l ‘ l 0 o l (2)

DN R B 86 52
e e |3 "7

Ahwtr'ghtlllollllit.l!l
Too long ., , .\,

89 n 8 Ly 85 56 (200) 7
)| 4] I 5 15 i (85) 3
ns p <0001

§ignificance p < ,0001
We have had a number of suggestions about ways In which our
surveys could be Improved, How do you feel about each of these:
Use shorter questionnaires:
ledbeanlmm’wmm..........-... 3“ 5
Would not be an improvement, . , ., .., 0., 66 i3
$lgn|flcance p ¢ 001

g " o9 3 57 (122) &
6 s 6 0B 65 B (W) §

n.s p¢,0l

Overall, do you fee! that the time and effort you
put Into answering the questions ‘sas:

Verywell spent, o o o iy v i 3 2
SMhﬂtW”‘Pﬁﬂtr;uo-t.....yo-un 62 58

% 28 3 2 28 B (8)
39 62 5 5 66 B (1N &

NotVUryW”SPCNtuauno......nnoto 5 4 9 10 4 th 6 ”‘ (27) h
Slgniflcance p.¢.05 wled - e ‘ -

Nurber Respond!ng 135156 130alb) 133184 136a143  G6Th 6770 8972 677 269-287

Hlssing Cases Pl 613 k15 §el2 14§ %6 2.5 347 927
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However, the length of the interview was not related to either the
ttem refusal or item nonresponse rate. Nor was interview length related
to attitudinal measures which did not ask specifically about the notion
of length., For example, contrary to our expectations based on the
theory of respondent burden presented earlier in this report, increasing
the length of the interview did not seem to enhance the importance of
the study, in fact, slightly more of the long vs, short interview
respondents (15 vs, 10 percent) sald that the survey was ''not important,"
and the percentage saying that the survey was ''very important' was higher
for the short than the long group (60 vs. 40 percent). (These differences
are not statistically significant, howéver.) Similarly, there were no
significant differences between the long and short interview groups In
feellngs about the interest level or difficulty of the Interview (see
Table b)),

It bears repeating that for those behavioral and attitudinal

indicators where we did find differences based on length, the negative

reactions reported here are based on a minofii;MSF_F;;BSEEEHE;:_F6F>
example, using the same data, we could also report that almost three-
quarters of the long Interview group is willing to be reinterviewed

next year, that over half felt that the interview length was *'about
right,!' and that about 85 percent felt that thelr time was at least some-
what well spent, What is important Is that such favorable reactions
were generally experienced by even more respondents in the short

interview group.



TABLE 14

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS EXPRESSING NggaTIVE MEACTIONS o yg NTEREST LEVEL, INPORTANCE, AND DIFFICULTY
OF THE INTERyIE¥, Y LENGTH, greonr, AND TREATHENT

W

Length Effore Treatment

NegatIve Attitude TOTAL

Lon 1 {hotr! Short | Long | Short Long
Short ’ hecall fate ml_ Recall | Recalll Ratrleval| Retrlevat | (W) %
|

. p—

erall, Interview vas "not very Interesting” of
0t at all Interesting' |\ vty v h i a ey 5] 3 1 5! I 17 16

=

(o8 1

Stgnlleance! ns n.s n.s

rvey ws "ot fmportant", . L, L ey, 10 15 th 10 0 10 (e N

Sign!flcance n$ n,s n$

the whole, answering the questlons was "hard" or

T L b § 5 6 4 6 4 A ([ I
Slgniflcance n$ n,$ K
' e N
Number Responding 145147 th1atty 145166 thlellh o T e N0 2864290
HlssIng Cases uh b S N S I C I R

i

'Slgnlflcance based on chi-square test on col Tapsed yarfables, €91 Mot very/not 4t 811 Interesting vs. very/sonewhat Interesting,
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In ex.mining these tables, it is also noteworthy that the effort
variable (}.e., the recail vs, retrieval treatment) is not associated with
any of the indicators of respondent burden as defined and measured in this
experiment, That is, there are no significant differences between the
recall and retrieval groups in terms of overal! item refusa! or non-
response, reported preoccupation with the length of the interview,
wiliingness to continue the interview or to be reinterviewed next
year, or in generai attitudinal indicators., This finding Is true
despite the fact that the percent of appiicable items for which records
were actually checked is significantly greater (p.L.001) for the
retrieval than for the recall group (39 vs, 2! percent as shown in
Tabie 15},

Using tests of statistical significance as a criterion, this
same finding emerges when effort Is examined as a behavioral, rather than
as a treatment variable, that is, when respondents are grouped by the
percentage of times they actually checked their records for the answers

e oo Yo expenditure ltems. . _(See Table_16). ..1n_other words, while in both
the recall and retrieval groups, a larger proportion of people who never
referred to their records expressed negative attitudes towards the survey
than did the record-checkers, these differences generally are not statis-
tically significant. However, the tests of significance are based on
very small N's; given the pattern of distributions in the table, it seems
reasonable to hypothesize that failure to check records may in itself be
another manifestation of respondent burden, i.e., of negative feelings
towards the interview situation. Therefore, there may also be some relation-

ship between respondent burden and data quallty.'2

127his thought will be expiored further in a separate BSSR paper
which is also based on the data produced by this study,

30
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TABLE 15

~ PERCENTAGE OF APPLICABLE ITEMS FOR WHICH RECORDS WERE CHECKED,
BY LENGTH, EFFORT, AND TREATHENT

g A R

Mean Percentage

of Applicable {s. Standard Torf 2«Talled

for Which Records  Deviation Value Probabl 1Tt
Were Checked

Number of Persons
Completing the
Treatment |nterview

Lot
Short » .+ v v L, (250) 26,06 33,01
tong v vy, (248) 27,20 %00 38 0%
fort
Recall, .. ., , . (348) 21,21 29,62 0 13 ol
Retrisval . , , , . (150) 19,21 38,30
Treatment
Short recall, | . , (175) 21,98 29,90 a
Long recall . , . | (173) 0 8. .43 000!
Short retrleval | ( 75) 35.60 .83
Long retrleval, ( 75) 2,82 18.68

Overall Results (498) 26,63 3.4

3Since the varlances anong treatment groups are not homogeneous, use of the F statlstlc Is not stelctly
appropriate. Therefore, the exact significance level is not known,




TABLE 16

INDICATORS OF RESPONOENT BURDEN BY PENCENTAGE OF ITENS FOR WHICH RECORDS WEAE CHECKED, AECALL ANO RETRIEVAL GAOUPS

(In Parcentages)
Mcall Group Mtrloval Grovp
‘ Raspondants Checking: Maspondents Checklng:
Indlcator .
Lo | sty | T oot sy | T
0 of of 0 of of
Ttees | Itoms | Item M %" ttms [ tes | Itens W %
|

Preoccupled with the Interview, ., \ oo\ \v N2 ! 6 6w n 9 2 m. 1
Uwi11'ng to be relnterviewsd axt yaer . , , . . . j] 16 1" (6) 19 9 16 I () 20
flt ey wpalmortint .oy o
Falt answaring quastions wes "hard" or "wery hard", 4 b 7 &/ b 9 5 (8) 6
Falt survey was unlnteresting, , ., ... .. ,. n 6 ) (9) 1 n i § (18) 13
Falt time and affort were not vary well spent . , . 10 ) [ () 9 18 9 5 () 10

Folt Intorview was "too long" , , . . ... .. . 3 ¥ 17 (k) 30 3 % 2 (&) 29

Vould have prefarred Intervied to ba 1530 minytes
O ey T I 3 (59) & 4 W 1] (58) &

Recommended use of shorter questiomnalre, , , , . , " 5 | (58) 4 8 52 3 (62) b6

" L5
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Finally, no interaction effects between length and effort and
the various burden indicators are apparent. While signiflcant dif-
ferences among the four treatment groups do appear for some indicators
(e.g., preoccupation with the length of the interview, willingness
to be reinterviewed, and feelings about the length of the interview),
visual fnspection of the tables reveals that these differences again
reduce to differences between groups based on the length variable.
in fact, when three-way tables were generated with length held constant
(so that, for example, the short recall group is compared only to lhe
short retrieval 5i0up and the long groups are compared only with each
other), no significant dlfferences in indicators remained.

As a check on the consistency of these findings, the overall
burden or nuisance rating of the survey may be used. The average
ratfug given by respondents In the various groups is reported in Table 17,
No significant ditterences b;sed on any of the variables manipulated in
this experiment are evident,

Upon reflection, this finding is consistent with those presented
earlier; it appears that the behavioral Indicators as opposed to some of
the attitudinal indicators oind the nuisance scale are tapping into dif-
ferent aspects of respondents' reactions or feelings toward the interview
situation. This finding implies that the phenomenon of ""respondent
burden* is multi-faceted and multi-dimensional. Specifically, when
asked about length, respondents will say that a questionnaire is too

long or that in general shorter questionnalres would be preferable.

23



TARLE 17

AVERAGE "UISANCE VALUE" OF THIS SURVEY BY LENGTH, EFPORT, AND TREATHENT

Question: From tine to time, we are al) called upon to do various things which we may not particylarly enjoy, In fact,
some of these may be o downright "nuisance.” Ve would Iike to know much taking part 1o this survey bothered
you a3 compared to doing other comon tasks, (FOR EACH TASK PUT DOWN THE NUMBER ON THE SCALE=«] THROUGH 10
WHICH BEST DESCRIBES HOW MUCH THE TASK BUTHERS YO, )

Doesn't Bother Bothers

Moot Al e e ] et Lot
b2y 65 607 8 9 10
Nissing
Standard Tor fF 2Talled Coses
Langth (U] Mo Dehitln  Valw  Probbllly _(K)
ShOl't L R R I T Y B I ("”) 2.65 2.,0 .a, "‘08 (8)
LO“Q. L N “”) 2-38 2039 (a)
Etfort
“u”. L N N N Y A I (138) 2.85 Z.SC' .6' .Sl‘l (|°)
Retrieval , . . ..... Ce (142) 2,68 2,19 ()
Traatment
Short recall, , .. ....... ( 69) 2,68 2,40 Y]
long recall . , ., ,...... ( 69) 1.0 2,60 5 1 (4)
Short retrleval , , . ... ... (1) 2,62 2.2 (1)
Long reteleval, ., ., ,,... ) 2,74 2,18 (4)
Overal! Results (280) LN 2,4 (16)

04




In the course of a long interview, a few respondents will show outward
signs of their concern with time (check thelr watch, ap;ear impatient
etc.). VYet these fuelings about the length of the intorview do not
necessarily mean that the raspondent resents the time spent, or feels
unduly burdened by it, since on the nuisance scale, where respondents
compared the interview with other onerous tasks, long and short groups
T did not differ, Under the circumstances with attitudinal items ylelding
ambl guous data, it would appear that the most satisfactory overall
Indicator of respondent burden is stated willingness to be re-interviewed.
This question ylelded a more clear-cut division between the long and
short groups, suggesting that length was indeed equated with burden-

someness by a minority of respondents.

Validity of the Study Findlings

We have shown that there is a relationship betvieen interview
length and several behavioral and attitudinal indicators of respondent

burden. This section eramines the validity of that major study finding.

Two of the validity issues raised earlier are considered:

e Internal Validity: the issue here is to determine if the
association between interview length and respondent burden
represents a causal relationship.

e External Validity: this issue concerns the stability of the
findings, 1.e., the extent to which they appear to be stronger
for specific subgroups of respondents vs. the extent to which
they can be generalized across all subgroups.

|nterview Lenqth and Respondent Burden:

The Problem of Causal Attrihution

The association between interview length and respondent burden

medns that, for this group of respondents, it is possible to predict one

ERIC
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vari 8b1e from knowledge of the other. That 1s, |f we know the interview
|,ngth group to which a respondent was assligned, we can predict his or
her Wl11ingnass to be reinterviewed, his or her attltudes toward the
lendth of the interview, etc, more accurately than If information about
langth were pnot avaliable. However, prediction and causation are not
gynonymoUS. Rather, interview length and respondent burden may vary
togﬁther by virtue of thelr iink with a third varlapTé,“e.g., "orior
att! tudes towards surveys.“‘3 To explore this possibility, it is important
to determing if the short and long interview groups differ in terms of
othe’ imPOrtant variabies which may provide an alternative explanation
for the observed relationships. .

Dl fferences between the groups for three categories of varlabies
wer® txamined: demographic variables; experience with and attitudes
towdMds SUrveys in general; and characteristics of this particular inter-
vieW ®xperience. The relevant data are presented in Tables 18-20,

No gignificant differences between the groups for any one of these ' -
variables were found. Therefore, the differences in perceived respondent
burden between the groups can not be ''explained away'' by other differences
which might have existed before the '"treatment interview' was applied,
ThuS: the likelihood of a causal relationship between interview length

and Various agpects of respondent burden is greatly strengthened.

P i

'3It shouid be pointed out, however .hat these attitudes were
mesSured 2fter the interview and might ther_fore be ''contaminated' by
the M™st rFecent intervie~ experience,

-
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THBLE 18
D1 FFERENCES BETWEEN THE SHORT AND LONG INTERVIEN GROUPS:  DEHOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Slgn!flcance

N % N % N ¥

Characteristic
Male , . .......... Co e (84) 3 (95 39 (179) 36 n.s
Under %0, L. (102) 2 (108) b (20) W s
Mite, .o (232) 93 (229) 94 (b61) 93 .S
Education
Less than high schoo) graduate , . . . (W) 17 (4) 19 (90) 18 n.$
High school graduate . , ... .. .. (109) LY (94) 38 (203) 4l
Some college o v v v v v v vt h (3) 14 (44) 18 (80) 16
(ollege graduate + , , ., . ... .. (61) 2b (60) 24 (121) 2
Employed full or part<time ... ... . | (1) 57 (151) 6l (292) 99 n.s
Income |
Under $15,000 , . . ... .. ... (75) 3 (82) 37 (157) 35 n.s
$1524,999 . . . (71 3% (66) 30 (13) 32
825,000 %, . .yt (7 % (75) 3 (16) 33 |
HOMEOWMEES o & v v v v v v v s e e v (174) 70 (166) 68 (340) 69 n.s
Total (N) Responding . ., . . . . (223-249) (223-246)
Mlssing Cases | (1-27) (225)




TABLE 19

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SHORT AND LONG INTERVIEW GROUPS:

PAST EXPERIENCE

WITH AND ATTITUDES TOWARDS SURVEYS IN GENERAL

Slgn!flcanc
W % N % N %
Characteristic
Participated in a survey in the past , . . (%) 70 (100) 72 (19%) 1 n.s
Strongly Agreed or Agreed with the
Following Statements about Surveys:
Positive Statements
Answering surveys |s of direct
benefit to the people who answer . , (79) 58 (75) 57 (154) 58 n.s
Taking part In surveys can give me
a chance to talk about interesting
toples . v v e e (91) 68 (83) 6b (174) 66 n.s
By taking part In surveys | can affect
the government's declslons , , , . , (84s) 6! (76) 58 (160) 60 n.$
The most !mportant way to Improve the
quality of 1ife In America Is by
taking surveys frequently, , . , . . (81) 58 (66) 50 (147) 54 n,s
Negative Statements
Too many surveys are belng conducted
these days . , . . . e e e . (s4) Lo (41) 32 (95) 36 n.s
Surveys ask questions that are too
parsomal . ...y \ (45) 34 (W) 31 (86) 32 n.s
Number Responding (134-138) (130-139) (264-277)
Missing Cases (11-15) (8~17) (1932)
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TABLE 20

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE SHORT AND LONG INVERVIEW GROUPS: CHARACTERISTICS
OF THE INTERVIEW SITUATION

Signiflcance
N % () I S A (1)
TIma Intarview was Done
Daytime, , v v v v v e (186) 76 (178) N (361) 74 n.-
Evening, . . . .. ... e (60) 24 (70) 29 (130) 26
Oay Interview was Done
Weekend/hollday, . . ., ... ..... (102) (91) 37 (193) 39 n,s
Weekday. . . . ... ... ... e (148) 59 (157) 63 (305) 6l
Experlence of Interviewer
- Inexperlenced, . , . ..., ... (47) 19 (4) 19 (93) 19 n.s
Experlencede., v v v v v v v v v u (203) 81 (201) 81 (ko) 81
Total (N) (246-250) (245-248)

Missing Cases (0-4) (0=3)
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f the ndings:

Externai Validity issues

To examine the stabillity of the study findings, the assoclatlion
between Interview length and various Indicators of respondent burden
was analyzed for speclfic subgroups of respondents. Three indlcators
ware used:

1. Unwlllingness to be reinterviewed next year;

2. Unwillingness to contlnue the Interview for an additlonal
15-30 minutes glven the hypothetical opportunity to do so; and

3. Recommending the use of shorter questionnaires as a way
of Improving surveys,

The flrst indicator was chosen under the assumption that unwillingness
to be reinterviewed is the ultimate response to the feeling that the inter-
view was an unpleasant, burdensome experlence, The remaining Indicators,
while not representing as strong a rejection of the interview situation,
were chosen because of the relatively large number of respondents expressing
these reactions.

in conducting the analysis, the strength'of the association between
interview length and the various indicators was measured using gamma.‘u
The strategy used was to compare ihe gammas for subgroup; with the

original gamma obtained for these same respondents without consideration

ll’(;amma--whlch can range between -1,00 and +1.00--is based on
the extent to which an individual's value on one variable can be :
predicted based on his/her value on another variable. For example, by
knowing that a respondent was assigned to the long interview group,
to what extent can we accurately predict his/her willingness to be
reinterviewed? A gamma of, say, +.7l4 means that we would do 74% better
than chance if we always predict that a long interview respondent
is unwilling to be reinterviewed.

60
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of thelr subgroup characteristic, Large differences between the subgroup
gamma and the original statistic would suggest that the association
betwe;n length and respondent burden is stronger for one subgroup as
opposed to others. Small differences, or no differences, on the other
hand, would suggest that the main relationship holds regardless of sub-
group,

The analysis for demographic groups is presented in Table 21,

The Information indicates that:

® For all subcategorles, the percentage of ''burdened' Individuals

Is higher for the long than for the short interview. In most

cases, the differences between the length groups are still

statistically significant, based on Chi Square tests.
o However, the relationship between length and unwillingness

to be reinterviewed appears to be much stronger for certain

subgroups as opposed to others, specifically for men, for

employed persons, and for those with at least a high school
diploma, (The dlfferences between subgroups are not as
pronounced for the other Indicators.)

As might be expected, these demographic variables--i.e., sex,
education, and employment--are also associated. For example, a smaller
proportion of males than females are ''not employed" (21 vs. 51 percent),
and have household incomes of less than $15,000 (28 vs. 39 percent),
Similarly, age is associated with occupation, income, and education,
wi th persons 40 or older falling disproportionately into the not-employed,
lower income, and lower education categories,

Since these variables are all associated, the effects of one may
be confounded with the effects of the others, It is therefore of some
interest to split the demographic subgroups into finer categories. In

Table 22 the relationship between interview length and unwi |l lingness

to be reinter.iewed is shown for various subgroups of maies and females.

61
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INDLE &

UNWILLINGNESS TO BE REINTERVIEWED BY INTERVIEW LENGTH,
FOR DEMOGRAPHIC SUBGROUPS

Unwilling to be Relnterviewed

Subgroup Short Long Ganma
% (Base N) % (Base N)

Enployad

Male . v v v e v e e e e e 3 (33) 30 (L) .86

FOMEI® . .« + « « « o o o o o o o 1 (s1) 25 (L0) .35
Not_Employed

MATO v v v v e e e e e e 17 (12)2 50 {6) .67

Female . . . . o « o o« o o o v o 19 (43) 22 (u6) .10
Under 4O Years 01d ‘

MBTE + v v e e e e e e e 13 (15)® 30 (27) b6

FOmale . o . v « v v o v o o 0 e 16 (hts) 10 (39) .24
4O Years or Older

MBTE . v v v v e e e e e 3 (30) 315 (23) .87

FOmale o o o v v o o o o o b o s 17 (48) 3 (47) A
Household Income Under $15K

MalE o v v v e e e e e e 18 ane 27 (15)® 24

Female . . « « « « v v o o v o s 9 (32) 17 (30) 32
Household Income $15K or More

MATE « v o e e e e e e 3 (33) 26 (31) .83

Female . . . .« v 0 40 0 0 0 s e s 19 (53) 22 {50) .10

ANote small 'n's."
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For most categorles, the relationshlp between length and burden remalins
stronger for men than for women. (In fact, for women under 40 the
relationshlp Is reversed, with more persons In the long Interview

group then In the short group willing to be relnterviewed,

This d1fference 1s not statistically significant howsver.) Thils pre-
liminary evidence Indicates that the sex dlfferences shown In the carlier
table cen probably bo genersllzed across many categorles of men and women,
Similar tables might be used to determine the ''generallzabllity' of the
survey findings for varlous age, Income, occupational, etc. categorles.

The analysls for attitudinal subgroups Is presented In Table 23,
The table clearly shows that interview length has & much weaker effect
upon respondent burden for those psrsons favorably predisposed toward
surveys. Among people who agree that answering surveys Is beneflcial,
the percent refusing to be relnterviewed 1s virtually ldentical for
the short and long Interview groups (8 and 10 percent respectlively).

For those who dlsagree, the spread between the long and short
groups 1s much greater, with 19 percent In the short group unwilling to
be relnterviewed vs. 44 percent In the long group. A simllar pattern
Is found for the other indlcators, with, again, the differences in
respondent burden between length groups rore exaggerated for those

persons with negatlve attitudes.
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This finding s In 1ine with the data from the NORC study of
farmars, referenced earlier, in which NORC researchers concluded that
the respondent's views of the quality and usefuiness of surveys are
a better predictor of respondent burden than are either interview length
or number of Interviews, And, in fact, in the current survey, no one

In either the long or short groups who gtrongqly agreed with the idea

that surveys are bensficial (ne22) was unwllling to be relnterviewed.

Data Quallty

No attempt was made In this study to validate the accuracy of
the Information glven during the treatment interview. (For example, we
did not verlfy amounts given for utllity bllis by checking with utllity
companles.) However, two rough proxy measures of data quallty are

presented here.

The most dlrect measure comes fron a reaction form item In which
respondents were asked their opinion of the accuracy of thelr responses
to questions concerning utllity bllls and household expenses. (These
were generally the |tems used for the recall and retrieval treatments.)
As reported In Table 24, 99 percent of the people answering this item
felt that thelr responses were ''very' or '"fairly' accir> with two-thirds
of them choosing the flrst category. Only two respondenis In all cha-
racterized their responses as ''inaccurate." (We have no way of knowing,
of course, whether this consensus means that the responses were indeed

accurate, or If it implies tha:t the respondents' standards for accuracy

are low.)



TANE 1A
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A larger parcentage of short (69%) then long interview (6iX)
and of retrisval (72%) than recall {(61%) respondents characterized
thalr responses as '‘very accurate,' Theve differences betwern lenglh

groups end between effort groups are not statistically signiflcant,
however, although, for the effort variable, they are in the espected

direction, Furthermore, the retrieval treatment group also fared Letter
than the recall treatment group among people favorably predispased toward
surveys (i,s,, among those agreeing that surveys are "“beneflicial),
Seventy=nine percent of those individuals ashed to check their records
felt that thalr responses were ''vary accurate'', as opposed to 62 percent
ashed to rely on memory alone, a difference significant at the .05 level,

(Ses Tadle 25.)
A second measure which may ba used to assess dats quality I

Item nonresponse. By using this criterion, ve ate examining a slightly
difference aspoct of data quality, i.e,, the complatene . of the data
set. It ls, of course, lear that dats may be complets, and thus in
one sense qualitatively "high', while stit] being insccurate, and thus
in another sense qualitatively "low."

The criterlon of completeness is used in Table 26, which examines
the effect of the recali/retrieval treatment upon item nonresponses., The
tabie shows the percent of persons responding with *'don’t know' or
refusing to respond at all for the recall/retrieval expenditure items,
(Appendix C shows the percent of respondents who actually checked thelr
records for each of these ltems.) In general, the 'effort” veriable
does not seem to affect ltem nonresponse; the percents of '‘don’t know's''

and refusals are simllar for both the recall and retrleval groups and

for the four treatments, !mvolving the varlous combinations of effort

end Interview length. ' 68
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TABLE 25

PERCET1VED ACCURACY OF RESPONSE AMONG PERSONS WHO AGREE
THAT "ANSWERING SURVEYS iS OF DIRECT BENEFIT,"
BY ETTORT
(In Perce::ages)

Effort Total
Recall Retrieval (N) %
Very accurate. . . . . v 4 4 4 4 . . 62 79 (106) 70
Falrly accurate or inaccurate, . . . 38 21 ( 45) 30
Significance p <.05
Number Responding (76; (75) (is1)
Missing Cases (2 () ( 3)
69
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TABLE 26
ITEH yONRESPONSE (1ipoN*T KNOWS' AND “REFUSALS") TO EXPEMDITURE QUESTIONS BY SFFORT AND TREAT4ENT
s
gffore Treatment
sh L Sh L
y . ort ong ort ong
Questior Rs. Rat . Teval Recall Recall Retrieval fetrieval
Base (Base (Base (Base (Base (Base
(N) X Ny "% N % N % N % Ny %
—mm T et e e e
Rent Paymant
Don't kngw * * « ¢ . . - (107) 1 (W) o (s o (56) 2 (21) o (23) o
Refusal, -+, .., . 3 7 b 2 10 b
Premium fo, g20ters FOlicy
Don't kngw *+ ' . -t ... (39) 8 (15 20 (21) ( 18) ( 6) 17 (9 22
Refusal, _ = ', » ', , . 3 ° 5 o o
Hertoage Pyy et
0Nt Kngny + * 4 st ., . (131} 2 (60) 2 (66) 3 (65) 2 (31 3 (29) o
Refusal, _ « * . .+, ,. 7 8 6 8 6 10
Premlum for p2™ InsYlance
Don't kngey « * ¢ » * . .+ {212) B (75 13 (108) (104) 17 (39 o (36) 28
Refusal, _ - * . .« ., . 2 ! 5 0 3
Water 8111
Don'tkngy = * . + + ... (118) 8 (52) &4 - (18) 8 - (52) b
Refusal, _ - ' . .., . 3 2 - 3 - 2
o1 BINY
Don't kngy > * . - * .. . (102) 3 () 3 (u5) 7 (57) o (21) 5 (23) o
Rofusal. _ - * . -+, , . 3 7 2 0 b
gas Bi1}
Don*t kngw s * . - ., . (178) 5 (66) 5 (87) 6 (9 & (30) 3 (36) 6
Rafugd, 0t et ., 2 3 1 3 3 3
Tragh BI11
Don't kngy , * 4+t .. . (76) 10 (28) 1 (220 & () 13 (6 o (22
Refusal, . , * . v+ ... 5 b b 6 0 5
’ o
14
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TABLE 26~ (;ont lnued)

Effore Treatment
I Long h L
Question Secall ! Retrieval n:::ll'!t l.cl"’l .Resr‘l,::ll htrzeal
Gt L Chr ]t ey [ oGme T
‘Car Ingyrance Premjum
Don't know . . ., ., ., .. 243) 7 (94) 8 (128) 8 (11s5) ¢ (50) 8 (us) 9
Refusal, . .. ...... 1 2 2 1 (] 4
Auto Reglstration Foe
Don't kmow . . ., ., ., (243) 8 (94 s (128) 8 (ns) 9 (50 6 (ub) 7
Refusal, . ., . ....., 0 0 ] 0 0 (]
legtric 8111 Last Month
Oon't know . . ., .., . (319) 2 (139) 2 (162) 1 (157) 2 (70) 1 (63) 3
Refusel, . . . ....., 2 2 2 2 1 3
Elactric BIll:  Month 2 .
Don®t know . . . ., ., ., (319) 2 (37 1 (162) 2 (157) 3 (70) 1 (67 o
Refusal, ., . . .....,. 3 1 4 2 1 2
Electrtc Bl11: Month 3
Don't know . . . .., ., . (318) 4 (37) 4 (181) o (1577 & t70) o (67) 5
Refusal, . .. ....., 3 1 3 2 1 ’ 1
Phone BI1l: Last Month
Don‘t know . . . ., .., . (332) 1 (1u2) 1 (160) (172) 1 (69) 3 (73) o
Refusel., . . ... .... 2 1 2 2 1 ]
Phone BI11: Month 2
Don't know . . . ., ., ... (334) 2 (12) 5 (162) 2 (172) 3 (69) & (73) 5
Rufusal, , . ., ., ..., . 2 1 2 2 1 1
Phone BI11: Month 3
Don't know . . . ., . ... (333) 6 (1) 8 (161) s (172) 8 (e8) 7 (73) 10
1 2 2 1 !

Squestion not asked In short interview,

7]
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In Table 27, the completeness criterion is used again, this
time in examining the effect of interview length upon data quality.
Table 27 focusses specifically on the long interview grcup; it presents
the pattern of nonresponse occuring during the interview by showing
the percent of '"don't know's' and réfusals for the first and last set
of itans asked.

The table indicates that item nonresponse did not increase as
the intervies proceeded. Infact, the only items eliciting a nonresponse
rate of at 'east five percent are those inwolving income, For these
items, nonresponse is relatively high both at the beginning (Q. 7) and
at the end of the interview (Qs. 301, 302, and 304). 1t appears, then,
that the sensitivity of the question, rarther than its time placement
in the interview, was the key factor contributing to item nonresponse.

In summary, the information available from this study suggests
few differences in data quality (accuracy or completeness) based solely
on interview length or effort. To reiterate, however, the measures
used were poor. proxies for independent checks of quality, at least

from the standpoint of data accuracy.

Reactions to Specific Questions

As part of the follow-up questionnaire, respondents were asked
to react to speclfié questions during the interview, by indicating if
"most people' would find each item '"too personal'' or "hard' to answer,
The items selected included some of the Annual Housing Survey questions
of particular-interest to HUD, as well as those items which were varied

as part of the recall/retrieval treatment.

2
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TABLE 27

ITEM NON-RESPONSE AT'VIAR}OUS POINTS IN THE LONG INTERVIEW
(tn Percenteges)

Recall! Retrieval
1 Refusal (Base N) 0K Refusal (Base N)
Flrst 10 Ouestions
1. Household enumerstion. . . . . , . . - 0 13,3) - 0 (75)
2, Dete of birth/age of household
members. . . . .. . . . e h e e 0 1 {173) 0 t (75)
3. Race/ethnic dascent. . . . . ... - 1 (173) - 0 (75)
4, Highest grade of school completed. . 0 1 (173) 0 0 (75)
5. MHighest grade of school - Spouse . . - ! (12) 0 0 (50)
6. Employment status... . . . . . . . . 0 1) - 0 (75)
7. Income range . . . . . . 4. . . .. 1 8 (173) 1 n (75)
8. Resldence (city, state) In 1970, . . 1 ()] (173) 0 0 (75)
* 9. Reslidence In city or town. . . . . . 2 0 (173) 3 0 (75)
10. In Armad Forces In 1970. ., . . . .. - 0 (173) - 0 (75)
Last 15 uestlons®
277, Price pald for gallon of gas. . . . [ 0 (115) 2 0 (L4)
278. Enough 98%. . . . 4 . 4 4 4 s . s ! 0 (1) 2 0 (44)
280. WVes R. employed last week . . . . . - 0 ( 88) - 0 (33)
283. Ode-way distance to work. . . . . . L 0 ( 74) 0 0 (27)
26k, Objectlons to commute . . . . . . . 0 .0 ( 42) 0 0 (16)
289. Principal transportation to work. . 0 0 (74) 0 0 (28)
291, Whycarlswused . ., . ....... 0 0 (61) 0 0 (22)
292, Does R. drive along . . . . . ... 0 0 ( 61} 0 0 (22)
235, Where tar is parked . . ., ., .. .. 0 0 (s1) 0 0 (18)
296, Does employer provide parking . . . ‘0 0 ( h4) 0 0 (17
30ts. Amount earned by respondent in
last 12 months. o ¢ « « o . . . , . 1 8 (72) 12 23 (26)
301b. Amount earnad by 2nd H,H, member, . 0 17 ( 48) n 22 (18)
302. Amount earned from business/
partnership . . . . . . ... ... (] 7 (73) 4 19 (26)
303. W¥es money recalved from various
BOUFCES .+ o + .« ¢ 4 ot 4 . e 4 s 0 0 ( 74) 0 4 (27)
304. Amount earned from Interest on
savings/bonds . . . . . . .. ... 19 12 ( 43) 8 25 (12)

%K not sllowed as a response option.

t’Sklp questions with & small base N are not Included.
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Respondents' reactions, which are shown in Table 28, are consistent
with those reported earlier in connection with item nonresponse. That
Is, those items asking about income or expenditures were tagged as
personal or diffizult by a larger proportion of respondents than were
other items on the list. For exampie, the question concerning house~-
hold income was flagged as at least '"somewhat too personal'' by 70 percent
of respondents and as at least ''somewhat hard" to answer by 49 percent.
The mortgage payment question was labelled as at least '"'somewhat too
personal'' by £8 percent of respondents and as at least “'somewhat hard"
to answer by one-quarter of the group. One-half of the respondents
stated that ""most people' would find questions about welfare payments
""too personal." Not surprisingly, questions about number of rooms
elicited far less negative reaction.

Table 29 shows the differences in reactions to income and expen-
diture questions between the length and the effort groups and among thke
four treatment groups. Significant differences were found for two itens;
the income gquestion (which, interestingly, was asked in the same
way for all groups), and the ''mortgage payment" question. Ore-third of
respondents in the long retrieval group found this latter ltem at least

somewhat hard to answer, Under the given cell sizes, no other differences

shown in the table are statistically significant.



TABLE 28
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS EXPRESSING NEGATI/E REACTIONS TO SPECIFIC ITENS IN THE INTERVIEW
Questions: Now, « 'd 11ke to get your [deas about some of the questions you may have bean asked,
For each of the questions below, please show whather you fesl that most psaple would find
the question much too parsonal, somewhat too personal, or not too personal,

{CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUHBER FOR EACH QUESTION, )
FrX X

Now, please look at these same items again, This time, show whether you feel that
nost people would find the question very hard, somewhat hard, or easy to answer,
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUSBER FOR EACH QUESTION,)

Huch Too Somawhat Too Very Hard to  |Somewhat Hard
Parsonal Personal Answer to Answer
(VR N % N % N 4
Total household Income, , ., . ... (67 2 (131) 4 (29) 10 (108) 39
Mortgage payment, , . . ., . ... . (40) 18 (92) 4o (1) 8 {36) 18
Rent payment, . . . v oo v v, (2 5 (8 19 (n 2 (4 9
laat wttllty b1, ooy (D) 2 (W) 16 (8 3 (7)) 2%
Nunber of bathrcons , ., ., , ... (6 2 B3 5 (2 1 (7 2
Nunber of bedrooms, . , .. , . ,.. (5 2 () 5 (2) 1 (6 2
Prasence of open cracks/holes In
wllsfeelling . . v vvvwwy (1) 2 (38) M4 (5) 2 (3 1
Honey recelved from welfare/public
Jasslstance, oo u vl (64) 26 (65) 26 (22) 9 (&) 18

*This table Is based on respanses fron 245+283 individuals or 83-96% of the 296 people filling out the
" reaction forn, M e

PR Y
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PERCENT OF AESPONDENTS STATING THAT ™OST PEOPLEY VOUL FIND ¢PECITIC EXPENDITURE ITENS "WERY HARD"
OR "SONEWHAT HARD'" TO ANSWER, BY LENGIH, 7 ¥ORT, AND TREATHENT

Length Effort Treatment
Iton TOTAL
Short | Llong | Short Long
fhort | Long | hacall | Retrlenl Recall | Racall |Retrieval] Ratrleval] () %
M“ Household Incone?
y."hlfdan00|llnoolv|ouoonnnooo 6 "‘ 6 '5 h B B 21 (29) |0
Sonmwhat Bard ., .y e j bl L b1 48 ks n 7o (8 ¥
San"Icnncab p <08 p <0l p <,0l
rigoge Priment |
v.whrdillltl.ll‘."llOOCOOIOI h Io h || h '. 6 '7 (|7) a
Someba Brd o o v e i 15 18 L 5] 1 ) ' I
Sign!flcance n,s n.s p<.0§
NS Payment
“'Wh‘rdou|n|oaot|-oon|oaovol.o 0 5 h 0 o 9 o o (I) z
smt h‘rd LINC N I TN I N R I Y R R T T T S TN R [ } '3 5 ‘ 9 9 '8 0 8 '0 ( h) 9
| Slgniflcance ] n.s ns
it Utlliey 81 ,
v.rvh.rdIOCCll.ll‘lllil...l..l‘ ' h 2 b 2 ' ' 7 (8) ’
smht Nr# LI N N B R I I A I B N I I R I I N ) 23 28 2“ 21 22 26 2“ 30 ( 7') 26
Slqn! flcance ng n.$ n.4
ey Reco Ived from Velfare!
,.ryhrdOOOIOICOl.l.ll.l\llll.l. 7 l‘ 7 ’l 6 7 8 'h (22) 9
WNt h.rd LI K N D I I B R I T I TR B I B R ] [ !3 22 |7 .g '3 22 l} 23 (“3) '8
' $ign!fleance n.g n.s n$
Humber RespondIng 123139 122138 122413 13-l 6269 60-6) 611 B2-M
Mlssing cases 1026 925  11-26  B.25 613 613 3N 312

"Thase Itens were not varled for the racall, retrleval treatment,

bresty of s1gnlfleance based on Chl-Square using thres response options, |.e., "very hard," "soncwhat hard," and “easy," -

Q

16
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IV, IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS FROM FHASE 1

Phase | of the Respondent Burden Study attemptad to test some
of the assumptions inherent in Federal policies as well as those made
by survey research professionals concerning the correlates of requndent
burden. As reported in this document, the data available from the first
phase of the study validate some of these assumptions in part, while
leaving others open to serious question. We believe that these findings
have a number of theoretical and practical implications for researchers
and survey sponsors:

1. Before entrance to the household is gained, the disclosed
length of an interview does not appear to affect refusal decisions.
Moreover, refusers ar? much less likely than cooperative respondents to
have been recent survey participants. As demonstrated by this and by
other current research, burden concerns do not appear to be thie primary
reason for most refusals.

2. However, based on our findings, the conventional wisdom about
the burdensomeness of lengthy interviews Is partially borne out with
respect to those persons who have agreed to be intervieved, at least for
a ''general interest'' survey which does not deal with matters highiy
germane to the interests of the respondent. (The hurdensomeness levels
for interviews deaiing with highiy respondent-pertinent issues, for

example, certain types of health interviews, may be very different.)
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3. Although it would no doubt be appropriate to test other
Yeffort" treatments, the findings suggest that effort as operationalized
for this study (i.e., asking respondents to provide estimates vs. asking
them to check records) may not affect perceived burden as postuiated in
the Bradburn model.

4. Belief in the efficacy of surveys cleariy emerged as an
important factor in feelings of burden, perhaps even overshadowing the actual
length of the interview. The findings suggest that it is not a question
so much of the Importance of the specific survey itself, as of a more general
bellief in the efficacy of surveys (or perhaps in the efficacy of individuais
to affect the actions of decision-makers) which !s operative.

it foilows, therefore, that to reduce self-perceived burden, it
is important to convey to potential respondents the importance and use-
fulness of the survey method, and the ilkeiihood that survey data will
be used by survey sponsors. Our findings suggest the need not only for
careful and convincing expfanatlons to persons being contacted for surveys,
but aiso for continuous attention to the reporting of surveys in the
media and other "image creating' and public relations mechanisms, They
aiso suggest that the survey profession would be well-advised to emphas ize
the importance and direct utiiity of its work when contacting respondents,
rather than putting the emph;sls on minimizing burden or inconvenience
as they relate to questionnaire length.

5. This study has focussed on sources of respondent burden and
factors which may contribute or alleviate-the degree of burdensomeness

which respondents experience when participating in household surveys.

78



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-6h-

The relationship between percelved burden and the quallty of the data
obtained durlng the Interview is a complex and Important lssue, but one
which thls research has only addressed tangentlally, Our early findings
suggest that Interview length Is not a major factor affecting quallty,

but, 1f thls toplc Is to be addressed fully, experimental research targetted

speclfically to thls Issue 1s requlired.
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We're Interested In finding out the maln reasons you dlidn't want
to take part In thls survey., Can you tell me why you d!dn't wish
to partliclpate?

m &

‘Interview would take too much time, respondent

WIS LOOBUSY, . . v v v b b e e .. ... (2W) 21
Couldn’t do Interview (too old, sick, Yanguage

barrler, death In famlly, other personal

problems) , . . ., . . ............. (21 18
Didn't want to be bothered, didn't feel 1lke

It, not Interested. . . . , . ......... (21) 18
Dldn't want privacy Invaded, didn't want to

divulge Information . . . .. .. .. ..... (10) 9
Time was Inconvenlent . . . . . . . .. ... .. (9) 8
Didn't want to take part, rartliclpate In surveys, (9) 8
Felt that surveys are disgulsed sales pltches . . (5) b
Disapproved of Interviewer behavior , ., ., . ., .. (4) 3
Sponsorship of survey . . ., .. .. ... .... (3) 3
Nothlng to say, couldn’t answer ., . . . ... .. (2) 2
Dldn't feel survey would be useful, . . , , ., .. (1) 1
Other reason, or reason not determined. . . . , . (10) 9

aPercents based on 115 refusers for whom some Initlal ontact
was made (l.e., phone numbers were found and someone answerec tia
phone). HMultiple responses were allowed.



A-3

2, Ve'd like to know about people's past experience with surveys.
8y survey, we do not mean interviews with personne) officers,
credit investigators, soclal workers and the 1ike,, or so-called
Ypolls' or '‘research'' which are really sales pitches. Rather,
by survey, we mean research conducted to find out about how people
sre getting along, their homes, what they like or how they feel.

Thinking about surveys in that way, have you been asked to take
part in a survey during the past two years? (DON'T INCLUOE

THIS SURVEY.) (N) %
YES (ASK Q. 3) & o v v o v v v s o v s s s o s e o (15) 20
NO e oo oo oo« (51) 69
DON'T KNOW (sxiIPT1T0Q. 5). . ...... (8) n
Number Respond!ng (74) 100
HAlssing (33)
TOTAL (107)®

3. How long ago was that? (IF MORE THAN ONE SURVEY, DETERMINE MOST
RECENT DATE.) AN %

O TO LESS THAN SIX MONTHS AGO. « « « o o« o « o « » o » (W) 27
SIX MONTHS TO LESS THAN ONE YEAR AGO . . + » . » . . . (W) 27
ONE TO TWO YEARS AGO « . « o o o ¢ o s o o o o o o o o (3) 20

DON'T KNOW © & o o = o o o o o o o o s s s o a o o oo (W) 27

Number Responding (15) 100
Missing (0)
TOTAL (15)

s explained in the text, the N of 107 is the number of refusers
with whom contact was established and who spoke English. This N is used In
subsequent tables although only 59 persons went through the entire refuser
Interview.
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L. DId you take part In that survey?

YES ¢« ¢ v vt i it e e e e e e e e e

NO. . . .. ... .
DON'T REMEMBER. . .

-

e

5. | have som= statemenis about surveys, As | read each one,
please tell me 1f you strongly agree, agree, dlsagree, or
strongly dlsagree with 1t, (REPEAT RESPONSE OPTIONS AS

NECESSARY.)

A<l

Number Respondlng
Missing

TOTAL

a. Answerling surys is of dlrect beneflt to the

people who answer:
Strongly agree. . .
Agree . . . . . ..
Disagree. . . . . .
Strongly dlsagree .

s s s s & e s " .
T e s s &+ e e @
s & 8 s 8 & 4 e e

“ e s s e & & e .

Number Respondlng
Mlssling

TOTAL

b, Too many surveys are belng conducted these days:

Strongly agree. . .
Agree . . . . . . .
Disagree. . . . . .
Strongiy dlsagree .

ERIC
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Number Respondlng

Missling

TOTAL
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() R T
(M) 73

(3) 20

(1) 7
(15) 100

(0)

(15)

() 2
(25) 50
(22) Ly

() 4
(50) 100
(57)

(107)
(21) 42
() 22

(0) ]
(50; 100
(57

(107)



¢, Taking part In surveys can glve
about Interesting toplcs:

V Strongly agree, . .
. Agree . . . . .. .
Disagree. . . . . .
Strongly dlsagree .

A5

me a chance

to talk

-ber Résponding

Mt sling

TOTAL

d. By takling part In surveys, | can affect the

government's declslons:

Strongly agree. . .
Agree . . . . .. .
Disagree, . . . . .
Strongly dlsaqree .

e. Surveys ask questions that are too personal:

Strongly agree. . . .

Agree . . . . ...
Disagree. . . . . .

Strongly disagree . .

LI TN T

e e e & 2 e

Number Respondlng

Missing
TOTAL

Number Respondlng

Mlssing
TOTAL

f. The most Important ‘vay to improve the quallty of life

In Americe 's oy taking surveys

Strongly agree, . , . .

Agree . . . . . ..
Disagree. . . . . .
Strongly disagree .
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frequently:

Number Responding

Missing
TOTAL

L)

(0) 0
(22) 4s
(26) 53

(M 2
(49) 100
(58)

(o7)

(2) b
(20) 43
(20) 43

() 9
(46) 100
(61)

(r07)
(10) 21
(25) 52
(13) 27

(0} o
(48) 100
(59)

(1o7)

(0) 0
(16) 38
(20; 48

(6) 14
(42) 100
(65)

(107)
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6. Now a questlon about yourself, Are you currently working ful l=time,
working part=time, a full=time student, a homemaker or what?
{CIRCLE ONE RESPONSE ONLY, |IF MULTIPLE RESPONSES, CIRCLE RESPONSE
WITH LOWEST NUMBER,)

() DU
WORKING FULL=TIME . . . . . . . « . . o . . (22) ho
WCRKING PART=TIME . . . . . . . . o.. . . . (3)
FULL=TIME STUDENT . . . . . . v v v v 4 « (1) 2
LOOKING FOR WORK. . . . v v v v v o v « 4 . (o) 0
HOMEMAKER & & v v v v v v e e e w e w s (19) 34
UNABLE TO WORK. . . . + v v ¢ v v v o v 4. (0) (]
RETIRED & v v v v v e v e v v o o e e a e 9) 16
OTHER (SPECIFY): . 4)) 2
Number Responding (55) 100
Missing (52)
TOTAL (107)
7. Now that we've had a chance to talk, would you be willing
to have the interviewer come back to your home to do the
interview?
Yes . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e 9) 15
T (ub) 74
DOR't KAOW. . & v v v v v e e e e e e e e (6) 10
Number Rezponding (59) 100
Missino (u8)
TO AL (107)
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RESPONSES TO THE REACTION FCRM
BY TREATMENT




B=2

0bM NO.:

EXPIRES: DSSR: 80712
1o#:

LA

LTH

REACTION FORM

We are asking you to fil]l out this form because we would like .o find out
how you fee)l about surveys in general and about this survey in particular.
Most of the questions can be answered simply by circling or writing a
number, !f you have trouble with any of the questions, please note this
on the form, and try to answer as best you can. The Interviewer is not
permitted to answer questions about this form. When you have finished,

the Interviewer wil] return the form to the office in a sealed envelope.

15
6-10



* You have Just teken part In a survey, The purpose of survays Is to obtaln Infornation about how pacple
~ are gat}ing along, thelr work, thelr homes, what they 11ke, or how they feel,

questlons of a small, but sclentifically selncted, group of people,

This Iy done by asking

~Interviews with socta) work{rs. personne] offlcers, credit Investigators, etc, are not surveys, Jor are
so-called "polls" or "rasearch," which are really salas piiches,

1o Thinking about surveys In this way, had you ever taken part In a survey=elther by mall, over the
telephone, or In personsbefore this Interview!

W

Short

Long

Short

Long

Recall Raca ! Retrleval | Retrieval TOTAL
L (I N % W % | N %
Yor (ANSWERQ. 2) v v vy W) n (o) n () 68 (50) 73 (196) M
No (SKIPTOQ. 3) . wuwwwwy (200029 (200 29 (220 2 (19 27 (81) 29
Non't remember/know (3) (1) (1) (2) (7
No answer (3) (2) (%) (3) (12)
(75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

differ stightly from those In body of report also because of rounding error,

35

3percents may not always total to 100 because of rounding error, Simllarly, percents may

£-9
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.
Short

L Short L
Recall Rag:?l Retr?:val Rat:?gval ToTL
N % N % N N % N
WIthin the past month , , , , , , 3) 7 (5} 1 (5) 12 {2) 4 (15) 8
Over one month, but less than
sIx months ago, . , , ., . . 9) 21 (12) 2 8 19 (13 (o) 22
SIx months to less than 12
months ago, . , ., ., , (1) 2 (13) 28 (1) 2 (13) 27 (48) 27
A year ago o more, , , , (19) 45 (16) 35 (19) Lk (22) .h6 (76) 42
Don't remembar/know , (7) (3) () (2) (16)
No answer (0) (1) (0) (0) (1)
Total (49) (50) (47) (50) (196)

89




3o To what extent do you agreo or dlsagres with each of ti. fo lowing statements about surveys
In ganeral? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH STATEMENT,)

W‘W

Short long Short Long TOTAL
Recall Recall Ratrleval Ratrlaval

U T T N T T I T A I

a, Answering surveys Is of dlrect
banaflt to the people whe

answer:
Strongly agree, , , .., ., (§) 7 (1 10 (7 1 B 5 () 8
Agree ., .\ v v u W v (1) 82 (9 B (30) b6 (36) 56 (132) g

Disagree, , . , v\ v v, .,  f29) W (1) 40 (25) 8 () 6 (104) 39
Strongly dlsagree , , . , . (0) 0 (5) 7 (3) § (2) 3 (10) &

Number respond!ng (M) (68) (65) (64) (268)
Mlssing (W) (5) (9) (10) (28)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

b, Too meny surveys are being
conducted thess days:

Strongly agree. , . .., . . (h) 6 (4} 6 (%) 6 () 6 {16) 6
Agree . . ., . ., v e (28) 39 (18) 28 (18) 28 (15) 23 (79) 30
Disagree. . v v v o w s (36) 51 (37) 58 (38) 59  (38) 59 (l9) 57
Strongly dlsagise . ., , , (3) &4 (5) 8 (L) 6 (7) N (19) 7

Number responding (71) (M) (64) (64) (263)
Hlssing (4) (9) (10) (10) {33}
Total (75) (73) (74) (7h) (296)
{.,'




Short long . Short Long ToTAL
Racall Ragall Retrloval | Matrloval
I O I T O T O TV R T
¢, Taklng part In surveys can
glve me a chance to talk
about Intaresting toples:
Strongly agree, | , , , . . (M 10 (W) 6 (%) 6 @ 12 (@) 9
Agree . ., ., ., coen (bSO S () e ) g (151) 57
Olsagres, ., .., .. . (21 ¥ @) 3% () B (1) % (m 2
Strongly disagres , , , , | (lz l (9 8 (3) 5 W 6 13 5
Number respond!ng (69) (65) (6%) (65) (264)
Hlssing (6) (8) (9) (9) (32)
Tota) (1) (1) () (74) (206)
v« By taking part In surveys,
| can affect the
government's decls|ons:
Strongly agree, . , , ., . | (5) 7 (3) % (6) 9 © 9 (0 7
Agree . . ., , .\, L, () 58 () 2 ()W s (140) 52
Disagres, , , , , covc DB 08 B (8) B 8 2 (M) 2%
Strongly dlsagree , . , , | % N () 16 (10) 15 (10) 15 (38) 14
Number responding (n) (64) (65, (68) (269)
Hissing (3) (9) (9) (6) (27)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)




e lantn )

mm
Short long Short “Long oL
Racal Recal Retrlaval | Retrleval
VR () T 1 O O 1/ O /A
o, Surveys ask ques.iong that
are too personal:
Strongly agree, , . , . . . (4) 6 (5) 8 3) § W 6 (18 ¢ )
Agree v v v v v v v u oy (18) 26 (16) 2 (M ¥ (16) 2 (70) 2
Dsagren, v v\ o\, b2) 61 (8) 51 () B () 61 (159) 9
strongly disagree . ., ., (5) 7 (@) 12 (W) 6 6 9 (1) 9
Nunber responding (69) (67 (65) (67) (268)
HlssIng (6) (6 (9) (7) (28)
Total (75) - (Th) (74) (296)
f. The most Important way to
Improve the quallty of 11fe
In America 1s by taking
surveys frequently: |
Strongly agree, , , . . . (5) 7 (W) 6 (1) 16 W €& () 9
Agree . v\ v vy, co BN 5 9 B () W (9) b (1m3) b
Dlsagrae, , o\ v v\ v W (9 27 (@) % (3) 35  (B) % (88) 3
Strongly disagree , , . . . (10) 14 (12) 18 (7 10 (8) 1 (37) W
Nunber responding (71) (68) (69) (64) (2n)
MlssIng (4) (5) (5) (10) (24)
Total (75) (1) () (1) (296)




by Overall, how Interasting was the Interview yau Just completed’
(CIRCLE OKE NUMBER ONLY,)

e e et etema——————

Short Long Short Long TOTAL
Racall Recal! Retrloval | Retrleval
N % N % (N % Ny N %

L T T e R — — — e

Very litwresting , , , ., ..., (22) 10 (26) 38 (19) (17) 2 (8)) 29
Somawhat 'nteresting , , .., , (W) 60 W) W (W) 58 (k) 66  (165) s

Not very Interesting , , , . ., () 10 (8) M (10) (6) 9 (31) "

Not at a:1 Interesting, , , , ., (1) 1 (b) 6 (1 1 (1) 1 (7 2

Nusber respond!ng (Th) (" (M) (70) (266)

Kisa!ng (1) (2) (3) (b) (10)
Total (75) ) (74) (74) (296)




5, How do you feal about the Importance of this survey?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY, )

Short Long Short Long OTAL

Reca!l Rocal! Retrloval [ Retrfeva)

U1} T 11 A T (1 T O ¢ O S O (' ¢
Not Important , , , ., ., ., N v I T T {1V I VR [ R B N6 n

Somawhat Important, , , ., ... (53) N (b8) 68 (b6) 6l (50) 70 (197) 68
Very Important, . , .. .,.,., (W) 19 {(9) 13 (19) 26 (13} 18 (55) 19

Number responding (Th) (N (72) (M) (288)
Missing , ., ... () (2) (2) 3) (8)
Tota) (75) (1) (74) (74) (296)




60 How d1d you fea) toward the Intaryiower's mamner, that Iy, the WAY In which she condueted
the Interviow? (CINCLE ONE NUMDER oNLY,)

- mﬂ'M
Short Long Short long
Recal! Rocall | Retrleval | Rotrleval T

L T (/A T I O B 1 O P
-—-—-'-———__L__—_mmm“_—m-

OTollked 1t vary much , , , , , | (0 o (0 0 0 0 () () 0

Olattked 1t vomewhat, , , , , . | () (0) o (0 o0 (0) o

(0) o

Nelthor 11ked 1t nor dlsliked 1t,  (5) B8 M 6o g

Liked 1t sonewhat , , , ., , . . a5 () )18 (62) 2

Liked It very much, , , . . ., , (51) 63 (4g) 6 B 1 ) n (202) 70
Number rasponding () (1) (n) (M (289)
Hlssing (1) (1) (2) (3) (7)
Total (7) (n) (7h) (7h) (296)

J




7, How do you fea) about the length of the Interview which you Just completed?

(CIRCLE ONE NUWAER ONLY,)

'IllIIlIlHl'lIIﬂlIlIII!llllllllﬂllllllﬂllﬂlirlIlI'UlIIIlHﬂ‘Hl!IlIlllﬂ.lll!l.lliﬂﬂﬂlﬂlﬂllnﬁ

thort LONQ hort lOﬂg T0TAL
Rocal! Rocalt Retrleval | Retrleve!
N % (N1 (N N ¥ N ¥
TOOMHOPt v o v v e h e m | (0 o () 0 m () !
Abom l‘lqh( R EEEEEN “’5) Ba ‘]M "7 ‘6') as (’00) 56 “oo) m
Too Jony o v v v v v v v ua @ n (36) ¢ (1) 18 (0) W (85) 30
Number respond sy (74) (70) (n (") (287)
M3y lng (1) () (2) () (9)
Total (%) il () (1) (196)

M.



We had tine to ask our most Important questlons during thls

for our study to ask some addltlonal quest/ons,
maky the Interview shorter,
to your feallngs:

Interview, but It would have been usefyl
On the other hand, wa could have laft some out to
Please clrcle the nunber of the ons answar balow which cones closest

Short Long Short Long ToTAL
Recall Recal! Retrieval | Retrleval
I (O (1 A I ) L B 1
| would have been willing to
contInue with the Intervlew for
another 30 minutes, . , ,,,,, (8) 1 (8) 12 (5) 7 (8) 12 (29) 10
| would liave been wlllling to
cont inue with the Interv!ew ‘
for another 15 nlnutes, , ., ., (1) 65 (15 2 () & (2) %2 (132) W
| would have prefarred the Inters
view to be 15 minutes shorter (17) 2 (31) 46 (19) 26 (27) 39 (94) 34
| would have ,~aferred the Inter=
view to be 30 minutes shorter®, ,  (0) ¢ (13) 19 (0) 0 (12) 17 (25) 9
Nunber responding (72) (67) (12) (69) (280)
KlssIng (3) (6) (2) (5) (16)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (206)

This response optlon was not used n the short intervlews.



9, On the whole, did you flnd that answering the questlons was:

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ONLY, )

Short Long Short Long TOTAL
Recall Recall Retrloval | Retrleval
N % | M % L MW % omo% o om Y
Very hard . v v v v v o uhh (1 (0) 0 (0 o0 (N 1 () 1
Hard, o v v v e s Ve (2) 3 (4) 6 (3) & W 6 (1) 4
EOSY. v v v e (53) 72 (6o} 63  (h9) 67  (s5) 8 (27) 7
Very easy « v v v v u v hu s, (18) 2 B @) 29 () 6 (58) 20
Number respondlng , . , , . .., (74) (77) (73) (71) (290)
Missing (1) (1) (1) (3) (6)
Total (75) (13) (74) (74) (296)




10, Now, wa'd ke to get your Idsas about sone of the questions you may have been asked, For each
of the quastlions below, ploase show whether you feal that most people would flnd the questlon

mich too persanal, senewhat too personal, or not tog personal, (CIRCLE ONLY ONE KUMBER FOR
EACH QUESTION,)

Short Long Short Long
Recall Recall Retrieval | Rotrleval ToTAL
N tH - W % m v N ¥
a, Total household Income for
1979 before taxes:
Much too personal , ., , ., (13) 18 (20) 29 (W) 19 (20) 28 (67) 24
Somewhat too persona' , , , , (k0) 56 (30) Lk (30) 42 (31) & (131) 4
Not too personal, , ., , ,. (19) 26 (18) 26 (28) 39  (20) 28 (85) 30
Number responding (12) (68) (72) (n) (283)
Mlssing (3) (5) (2) (3) (13)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (26)
bl, (For Homeowners) Total
mortgage payment last month:
Much too persomal , , , ,, ., (1) 18 (10) 18 8) 15 (1) 18 (40) 18
Somewhat too personal , , , , (24) 39 (22) 4 (19) 36 (27) b5 (92) ko
- Not too personal, , , ., ., (26) 4 (22) W (26) 49 (22) 37 (96) 42
Number respond Ing (61) (54) (53) (60) (228)




lO--!contlnuad!
-——_l—r-:_r_' S L L e W

Short long Short Long
Recal] Racall Rotrloval | Rotrleval TOTAL

M % | M % | M %] W% W

b2, (For Renters) Amount you pald
for rent last month:

Much too personal , . , . . . (0) 0 (2) 18 (0) 0 (0) 0 (2) 5§
Somewhat too personal , , ,, (1) 10 (2) 18 (2) 17 (3) 30 (8) 19
Not too personal, . , o, ..  (9) 90 (M 64 (10) 8 m w0 (33 n

Number responding {10) (1) (12) (10) (43)

¢, Llast utllity (electrlcity,
qas, or coal) blll:

Much too personal , . . . . . (1 (3) & (0) 0 (3) 4 (7) 2

Somewhat too personal ., ., (I4) 20 ("} 16 (6) 9 3) 19 (44) 16

Not too personal, o . . . . . (56) 79 (55} 80 (Bk) 91 (52) 6 (227) 82

Kumber respond!ng (M) (A9) (70) (68) (278)

Mlssing (4) (4) (&) ) - (19)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (29)

d, Number of complete bathrooms
and helf bathrooms:

Much too personal , . , . . . (1) | (2) 3 (1) () 3 (6) 2

Somewhat too personal , , ., . (8} 9 (n ! (| (5) 7 (13) 5

Not too persomal, , , . . . . (63) 90 (66) 96 (68) 97 (62) 90  (259) 93

Nunber responding (70) (69) (70) (69) (218)

Misstng (5) (4) (#) (5) (18)
Total (75) () (74) (70) (296)

(M



vhort Long Short Long TOTAL
Recall Recall Rotrleval Rotrleval
(N ¥ (N ¥ LI N % W) %
=&, Mumber of hedrooms:
Much too persual . , , , , () 1 (2) 3 (1 (1 | (5) 2
Somowlat too persowal , , 6) 8 (b} 6 (" (3} & (1) 8
Not too personal, , ., , , , (64) 90 (63) 9 (68) 97 (66) 9k (261) 93
Number responding (1) (69) (70) (70) (280)
Miss!ng (4) (h) (b) (4) (16)
Total (75) (1) (7) (7h) (296)
f, Presence of open cracks or
holes In the [nterlor walls
or celllng:
Much too persomal , , , , , (3) & (m () 1 (2) 3 {n 2
Somewhat too personal , , , (1) n 6) 9 () 1n (12} 17 (38) 1
Not too personal, . ., . . . (56) 719 (62) 90 (61) 87 (56) 80  (235) oM
Number responding (n) (69) (70) (70) (280)
Missing (4) (4) (4) (4) (16)
Toa! o @)
g, Money racelved from walfare
payments or public assls-
tance: .
Much toc persomal , . , , . (18) 18 (16) 27 (10} 18 (20) 31 (64) 26
Somewhat too personal , , . (15) 23 (19) 132 (15) 27 (16) 25 (65) 26
Not too persomal, ., ., . (32) Ly (25) 42 (31) 55 (28) & (N6) 47
Number respond!ng (65) (60) (56) (64) (245)
Mlssing (10) (13) (18) (10) (51)
Tota! B
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+ Now, ploase look at those same !tems agaln, Thia time, show whethar you fael that most panple
would find the question very hart, somewhat hard, ar easy to answer, (CIRCLE ONLY ONE NUMEER

- FOR EACH QuESTION,)

Short Long Short Lang YoTAl
Recall Recall Rotrlaval Retrleval ‘
(N % (N) % N X (N) ¢ (N) %
a, Total household Incomo for
1979 bafore taxes:
Very hard to answer , , ., , (3) & (5) 8 (6) 8 (16) 2 (29) 10
Somewhat hard to answer , , , (33) I8 (30) 45 (19) 27 (26) 37 (108) 39
Easy to answer, , , , , ., . (33) 48 (32) 4B (L6) 65 (3r) h2 (1) 81
Number responding (69) (67) (71) (7) (278)
HissIng (6) (6) (3) (3) {18)
Tota! (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)
b!, (For Homeowners) Total
mortgage payment last month:
Very hard to answer , . ., , . (2} (2) 4 (3) 6 (10) 17 (17 8
Somewhat hard to answer , , ., (13) 23 (7 13 (6) 11 (10} 17 (36) 16
Easy to answer, , , ., .., ., (42) 74 (46) 30 (46) Bl (40) 67 (174) 77
Number responding (57) (55) (55) (60) (227)
b2, (For Renters) Amount you
pald for rent last month:
Very hard to answer . . , , . (0) o (1) 9 (0) o {0) 0 (1) 2
Somewhat hard to answer , , , (2) 18 0 o (1) 8 (1 10 W) 9
Easy to answer, , ., , ... (9) 82 (10) 91 0y 92 (9) 90 (39) 89
» .
I (1 t) (12 10 Ll
() 109 na (10) (44)

Jgﬁii(jumber responding

IToxt Provided by ERI




Shor" Long Short Long
Racal | Recall Kotrleva! Retrleval TOTAL

(N % (/I M % (N X (N)

Mwu o 4;‘_;“

© o Lastutllity (electricity,
qas, or coal) bl

Very hard to anawer , , , . . (1) 2 (n D (5) 7 (8) 3
Somewhat hard to answer , , , (I15) 22 (18) 26 (17) 24 (21} 30 (1) 2
Easy to answer, , , .., ., (52) 76 (50) 72 (53) 75 (h3) 62 (198) n
Nurber respond!ing (68) (69) (71) (69) (277)
Mlssing (7) (4) (3) (5) (19)
Total (75) (1) () (74) (296)

d. Number of complete bathrooms
and half bathrooms:

Vory hard to answer , , ., , (0) 0 (1) 2 (0) o (1 (2) 1
Somewhat hard to answar , , , (1) 2 (2) 3 (2) 3 (2) 3 (7 2

Easy to answer, , ., , .. . (67) 98 (65) 96 (69} 97 (66) 96  (267) 97

Number responding (68) (68) (M) (69) (276)

Hiss Ing (7) (5) (3) (5) (20)
Total (15) (73) (74) (7h) (296)

8. Number of bedrooms:
Very hard to answer , . , , . (0) 0 (N (0) o (1) 1 (2) 1
Somewhat harc to aniwer , , , (1) 2 (3) 4 0) o (2) 13 (6) 2
Easy to answer, , , , ,,,, (66) 98 (65) 9k (71) 100 (66) 96  (268) 9

Number responding (67) (69) (M) (69) (276)
MIssing (8) (4) (3) (5) (20)

Total (75) (1) (7h) (74) (20F)




Il--(gantlnuad)

Mmm
-- Short Long Short Long TOTAL
Recall Racall Rotrleval Ratrleval
(v % () (M % () % () X
f. Presence of open cracks or
holes In the Interlor walls
or colllng: *
Very hard to answer , , ., , (1) 2 (3) & (0) 0 (1 2 (v} 2
Somewhat hard to answer , , . (6) 9 (9) W (10) 14 (12) 18 (a7
Easy to answer, , . . ., .. (61) 90 (53) 82 (60) 86 (55) &1 (229) o4
Number responding (68) (65) (70) (68) (2n)
MixsIng (7) (8) (4) (6) (25)
Total (75) (73) () (74) (296)
g, Money recelved from wolfare
paymants or publlc assige
tance:
Very hard to answer , ., , .. (b 6 (4) 7 (5) 8 (9) 14 (22) 9
Somewha' hard to answer , ., (8) 13 (13) 22 8) 13 (1) 23 (b3) 18
Easy to answer, . . , . , . (50) 81 (W3) 72 (48) 19 (39) 63  (180) 74
Nuww er respond ing (62) (60) (61) (62) (245)
MiseIng (13) (13) (13) (12) (51)
Total (75) (1) (74) (7h) {296)

104




12, You were uk“od to tell us the amounts of some of your utlllty bitls and household exponsos,
How agcurate do you feel your answers wera? (CIRCLE ONE NUMAER ONLY,)

—
Short L Short L
Recall Re:: 'ljl notr?:vo ! Rot:;‘gvo | ToTAL
N % N % (. N % (N %
Probably very accurate. ., . . . . (48) 67 (37) 5% (51) n (50) 72 (186) 67
Probably falrly accurate. . . . . (23) 3 (29) W3 (20) 28 (19) 28 (91) 3
Probably Inaccurate . . . .., . . (1 (2 (0 o (0 o (@)
Numbor responding (72) (67 (n) (69) (279)
Hissing (3) (6 (3) (5) (n
Total (75) (73) (7h) (74) (296)




!. Overall, do you fee) that the time and affort you put Into answering the questlons was:
(mm ONE MwAEA oLy, )

WW
$hort Long Short Long TOTL
Recall Recall Retrioval Rotrlove)
(N % M X N % m %X | X

Verywallspamt o o oy vy (2007 (19) 27 (%) 8 (200 28 (B6) Yo
Somawhat woll spent , ., , ., ., (1) &9 (M) 89 (h7) 66 {h1) 58  (172) 60
Not vary woll spent , , , , , ., . (3) 4 (10) th () 6 (10) 14 {a 10

L I

Number responding (1) (70) (7) (1) (285)
MlagIng (2) (3) (3) (1) (1)
Total (75) (n) (74) (74) (296)




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

w,

Fran tine te t1mg, we ore o)) called vion 19 #5 varlons (hIngs Which we may nat particulariy onjay, In tast, some at Ihgae may be
dmenr I ghS ‘wuloanes,” Vo wnild 1lhe 10 Lnew much 1ahing part IR ENIN survey Raihared you 88 Fampared 19 daing SIner caman tasde,
FOA CACM TAIN PUT DOMN T™HE NUNGER ON THE SCALEse) THADUGN 10s-WMiCH REST BESENINES mOW MiEH THE TASH BOTWEANY vOu,)

Buesn't
fothar ' L " 1 L n " i L “':‘;."‘
LARLLIN AR A SRR SR S B R S *
Ingrt Recald Long Aeeall fhart Matriovat] Leag Rateiove! ForaL nbe? LT
“’ w0 % 10 “1‘ "  § iy T 1) fatpoand Ing mo:'
a, Answering the Interviewer'y
tvertlens during thie gurvey . ., 2,60 2,00 3.0) .60 & 11 L LN AN (180) ('8)
b FlILIng out Incene tou forme , . $.% 300 6.0) 302 & )9 (3 TN TS N W} I N} (168) ()
€ Salonaing cheghbosh apelnst
ARk SIBtOMIAl | . L 000y 4, 3N 3,00 by 30 b )00 &n 1 LTS LI P (167) (19)
¢, Answering ¢ pubiic epinlon
turvey 4bout which pelltice!
condldate you tike better, , , , 507 .0 .12 Ny LRSI N .0 )8 LI I B 1] ) () (1)
a, Golng to the pally te voty en
oloctlon day , . . . ¢ v 400, .99 .0 6 1Y) 0 LY .16 208 140 1w () (1)
f. Gotting your car Inspected
brthostate , . . ¢« oo b0 3.9 L) B &1 N s L LYY I (n (19)
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Vould you be wiiting ta be relateryiewed a year from Aok &0 Uhat vl ol TInd pul whather
your heutlag condIt) e tad changed!

\ang
Retrloval oL
() % ()

(8) 1 () A

(20) ¥ (46} 20

Nusber reuponidtng (10 (1)) (") (10) (2h0)
{ (h) (i) (h) (1)
foral (75) (M (1h) (h) (146)




16, We have had a number of suggestions about ways in which our surveys could be improved. How do

you feel about each of these? (CIRCLE EJTHER "0" OR "' FOR EACH SUGGESTION, )

=======Fu-_.—-a..._—.r::,r = L e = =]
Short Long Short Long
Recall Recall Retrieval Retrieval TOTAL
N % (I (K) % M % (M %
a, Set up appointments for
interyiews:
Would be an improvement , , , (52) 74 (53) 17 (%) 8 (58) 87  (218) 80
Would not be an improvement , (18) 26 (16) 23 (13) 19 (9) 13 (56) 20
Number respond ing (70) (69) (68) (67) (274)
Missing (5) (4) (6) (7) (22)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)
b, Explain more about how the
answers will be qsed:
Would be an improvement , , , (57) 83 (49) 71 (L8) 70 (54) 82 (206) 76
Wouid not be an Improvement , (12) 17 (20) 29 (21) 30 (12) 18 (65) 24
Number responding (69) (69) (69) (66) (2n)
Missing (6) () (5) (8) (23)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)

10
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16-+{continued)

= ~—= -« =ld — - et e = — e e+ —
| Short Long Short .Long
Recall Recall Retrieval Retrieval TOTAL
() " % (% N 4 N %
. Explain more about how the
confidentiality of the
answers is protected:
Would be an improvement , ., ., (39) 57 (43) 63 (k5) 66 (43) 63  (170) 62
Would not be improvement, , . (29) 43 (25) 37 (23) 34 (25) 37 (102) 38
Number responding (68) (68) (68) (68) (272)
Missing (7) (5) (6) (6) (24)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)
. Hire better interviewers:'
Would be an improvement . , . (5) 8 (4) 6 W) 6 (9) 14 (22) 8
Would not be an Improvement , (61) 92 (61) 94 (64) 94 (55) 8  (241) 92
Number responding (66) (65) (68) (64) (263)
Missing (9) (8) (6) (10) (33)
Total (75) (73) - (74) (74) (296)
. Use shorter questionnaires:
Would be an improvement ., , , (22) 33 (38) 57 (24) 35 (38) 57 (122) b5
Would not be an improvement , (4k) 67 (29) 13 (45) 65 (29) L3 (147) 55
Number responding (66) (67) (69) (67) (269)
Missing 9) (6) 44 (5) (7). (27)
11
Total B 6)




5--]continued!

| Short Long Short Long
Recall Recall Retrieval Retrieval TOTAL
(N % N % (n % (N) 4 (N) ¢
f. Ask fewer personal questions:
Would be an improvement . , , (24) 135 (22) 33 (21} 31 (3t) 49 (101) 37
Would not be an improvement , {44} 65 (4s) 67 (46) 69 (35) 51 (169) 63
Number responding (68) (66) (67) (69) (270)
Missing (7) (7) (7) (5) (26)
Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (290)
g. Glve respondents more chance
to talk about thelr {deas
and opinions:
Would be an improvement , , . (30) 4S5 (25) 10 (24) 35 (22) 34 (101) 38
Would not be an improvement , (37) 55 (38) b (4h) 65 (42) 66 (161) 62
| Humber responding (67) (63) (68) (64) (262)
. Hissing (8) (10) (6) (10) (34)
 Total (75) (73) (74) (74) (296)
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APPENDIX C

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS CHECKING RECORDS3
FOR VARIOUS EXPENDITURE ITEMS,
BY INTERVIEW EFFORT AND TREATMENT

. %) u

o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Treatment

Iten Racall | Retrleval Ri::;': Rtg:?l Rezi?;:al RetlL'?ggal
(B;;e y (B;;e y (B;;e y (B;;e y (B;;e y | (B;;e g

Rent Payment. . . ... .. (79) 1 (B1) 0 (33) 3 (L&) o (1926 (24
Prenlun for Renters Pollcy. (34) 9 (1288 (BN (16) 6 (5)k (75
Mortgage Payment, , , , , | (102) 13 (53) 39 (49) 1h (53N (29) 3 (24) 50
Premiun for Hone Insurance.  (I64) 18 (73} 29 (80) 17 (8419  (39)33 (%) 3%
Vater BINI. ., ... ... (106) 27 (49) 3 28 g 2 ()l
011 Bil1, Gas BN, , . ., (36) 3% ()57 (b0 (B (W) (526
Trash BITL, . ... ..., (7)1 (82 (20 (s (1 ()23
Car Insurance Premium . , ., (200) 8 { 85) 35 (106) 11 (9h) § ( 45) 38 ( 40) 32
Auto Reglstration Fee ., . . (238) 10 (92) 30 (125) 14 (13) 4 ( 49) 33 (43) 28
Electric BT} Last Honth, . (315) 33 (139)50  (160) 36 (155032 (70041 (69) 58
Electric BII1: Month 2. (313) 28 (7) 52 (5928 (529 (7008  (67) 6
Electric BITT: Honth3 .. (313) 26 (136)46  (159) 26  (158) 26 ( 70) 36 ( 66) 56
Phone Bill: Last Honth. . (323) 23 ()45 (16} 23 (6123 (65)b0  (71) 50
Phone Bi11: Month2. ... (319) 19 (W) ko (S8 (e 20 (69)35 (7 W
Phone B11: Honth 3. ... (314) 18 (W35 (8705 (520  (68)30  (73) bo

Question not asked n short intervliew.




